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ABSTRACT
For quite some time researchers have assumed that

murder and motor vehicle theft rates possess the ability to
predict other violent and property crime rates.

This is

due to the fact that murders and motor vehicle thefts are

reported at a higher rate than other criminal acts.

these suppositions,

rates

Due to

it has long been assumed that these

(murder and motor vehicle theft), as reported by the

Uniform Crime Report

(UCR), may be representative of other

crime rates.
The main objective of this study is to test the

ability of these particular crime rates to predict other
types of violent and property crime rates.

Bivariate

correlations were employed to examine what type of

relationship exists,

if any, between murder rates and other

violent crime rates as well as between motor vehicle theft

rates and other property crime rates.

While they may be

reported more frequently than other offenses, murder and
motor vehicle theft rates do not possess the predictive

ability that the literature suggested they do.

Conclusions, policy implications, and future research
suggestions are discussed and thoroughly examined.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Reliable measures of crime have been the basis of much
controversy in criminology.

Many attempts have been made

to identify and utilize a more effective and consistent
indication of the number of criminal offenses that occur in
the United States.

This is an issue that is seemingly

simple to comprehend,

yet quite difficult to resolve.

This

venture attempts to provide a new and innovative outlook in
regard to this classic issue.

A review of the literature has led to numerous points

of interest.

While there are a number of national measures

of crime, none seem to achieve the potential required in
most academic ventures.

The Uniform Crime Report

a prime example of such a measure.

oldest national measure of crime

commonly utilized (FBI,

2004).

(UCR)

is

This report is the

(circa 1930), and the most
There are many advantages

associated with the UCR that entice researchers; however,
there are nearly as many limitations that cause one to

question the very foundation of this national measure of
crime.
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Another national measure of crime is the National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS).

This measure is also

commonly utilized by researchers and the public at large.
While it does possess stark differences from the UCR,
possesses many bolstering advantages.

However,

it

it does not

address all possible weaknesses and still possesses several

damaging limitations

(Rand & Rennison,

2002).

The National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS)
is another measure of criminal offenses in the United

States.

This measure is a "spin-off" of the UCR.

Essentially, it is a refinement that attempts to address
some of the major criticisms associated with the UCR.

While this is promising, this measure does not correct all
of the major limitations of the UCR.

Additionally, this

newly implemented measure is still in its infancy and may

require several years before it is able to be used to its
fullest extent

(Maxfield,

1999).

Thus, a reoccurring theme can be identified in each of
these measures.
information,

While each of them possesses useful

they also contain severe limitations.

This is

an issue that criminologists have been required to contend

with for some time.

It is the primary objective of this

venture to address and attempt to solve this particular

2

issue, as well as evaluate the data reported by some of
these measures.

Based on a review of the literature, two promising
factors have been identified.

In a comparison between the

data reported by the UCR and the NCVS,

it has become

evident that homicide and motor vehicle theft rates may
possess the ability to predict other crime rates
Jarvis,

1999; Cohen & Lichbach,

1998; O' Brien,

1996; O' Brien,

1982;

2003) .

Fox,

(Chilton &

2004; Levitt,

Recent studies

indicate that homicide rates seem to act as a primary

representation of other violent crime rates, while, motor
vehicle theft rates seem to act as a primary representation

of other property crime rates.

This is a concept that is

reinforced with the notion that homicide and motor vehicle

theft rates are not greatly impacted by the "dark figure"

of crime.

In other words, when homicides and motor vehicle

thefts occur, they tend to be reported at higher rates than

other crimes

(Fox,

2004; Levitt,

1998) .

Thus, they are

expected to be adequate representations of other rates of
crime.

This concept is so common that even members of the

media have picked up on it.

A news story written by the

Associated Press seems to sum up this concept in this

manner,

"Criminologists consider the murder rate as a
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benchmark to forecast the overall crime rate"

(Associated

Press, 2009).
These particular crime rates will be compared with

other offense rates using statistical analyses in an effort

to examine the validity in their use as indicators of other
violent and property crime rates.

All cities included in

the UCR will be utilized in this study (n=8252 cities in
2006 and n=8659 cities in 2007).

The data regarding these

cities will be examined with the use of various statistical

analyses in an effort to examine the relationship between

homicide rates and other violent crime rates, as well as
the relationship between motor vehicle theft rates and

other property crime rates.
The primary goal of this study is to determine whether

homicide and motor vehicle theft rates possess the ability
to predict overall violent and property crime rates
(respectively).

If the employed statistical analyses deem

this technique a success,

this would be a major

breakthrough in determining violent and property crime

If not, this study will

rates using fewer statistics.

indicate that murder and motor vehicle theft rates may not

adequately indicate violent or property crimes in a given

city.
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Chapter Two will examine issues in the literature
pertaining to these topics.

Chapter Three will express the

methodology employed to empirically test the predictive
nature of murder and MVT rates as reported by the UCR.
Chapter Four will present the findings of the statistical

analyses utilized in this study.

Finally, Chapter Five

will discuss the results of the study, as well as the
conclusions and limitations of this study.
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CHAPTER TWO
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
The concern over the validity of crime measures has

been present since the initial implementation of these data

(Levitt,

1998).

National crime measures have been in use

for the better part of a century (FBI,

weaknesses are all but resolved.

2004),

However,

and yet their

it is also

crucial to point out that each and every measure contains

some sort of limitation or weakness.

Both strengths and

limitations of the major measures of crime in the United

States will be explored and elaborated upon.

to this elaboration, the inception,

workings,

In addition

as well as the current

of each of these measures will also be examined.

In addition to the critique and explanation of the

primary crime measure

(Uniform Crime Report),

secondary or

alternative crime measures will be examined as well.

These

alternative measures are critiqued in a similar manner as
the primary measure.

Additionally, critical results found

in the literature will be provided and elaborated upon.

These results are quite encompassing and possess the
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ability to provide exciting and innovative analysis

techniques to be utilized in the years to come.

The Uniform Crime Report

Perhaps the most widely utilized crime measure in the

United States is the annually published Uniform Crime
Report

(UCR)(Cronin, McDevitt,

2004; Maltz & Weiss,

Lester, Kirby,
Rennison,

2006; Maxfield,

& Jira,

2002) .

Farrell,

2006; O'Brien,

& Nolan,

1999; Nolan,

1996; Rand &

Various researchers have

utilized this measure of crime,
allocate funding to states,

ranging from Congress to

counties,

and cities to

undergraduate students writing a term paper

2008).

Haas,

This publication is used throughout an

assortment of disciplines.

Jarvis,

2007; FBI,

(Lynch &

On its face, the UCR appears to be quite

comprehensive and a godsend for researchers and scholars

attempting to obtain an accurate measure of crime in the
United States.

The fact that the UCR is annually published

by the Federal Bureau of Investigation further bolsters the
credibility of this primary measure of crime

0'Brien,

1996).
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(Levitt,

1998;

Historical Background
In 1927, the International Association of Chiefs of
Police

(IACP)

recognized the need for a nationwide report

reflecting all available police statistics

(FBI,

2004).

The IACP laid the groundwork for the comprehensive report.
The Association decided that the total number of offenses

known to police agencies would be included in the report

(as opposed to only recording arrests made by police).

The

next crucial issue the Association had to address was the

ranking of the criminal acts included in the report.

The

IACP took several aspects into account when ranking the
crimes that were to be measured.

aspects considered included:

Some of the various

seriousness of the criminal

act, the frequency at which the act occurs, the amount of

geographical distribution associated with the act,

and the

likelihood of the act being reported to a police department
(FBI,

2004) .
Based on these characteristics, the Association

decided to include seven differing criminal acts in the

UCR, which were:

felonious homicide,

rape,

robbery,

aggravated assault, burglary (breaking or entering),
larceny-theft,

and auto theft

(FBI,

2004).

Due to

different crime definitions and punishments in each

8

jurisdiction,

the IACP chose to include both felonies and

misdemeanors in the collected data; however,

the

Association did make an effort to create a general

definition for each of the seven involved crimes.

In some

this definition differed from the definitions

cases,

utilized by the jurisdiction in which the act occurred

2004) .

(FBI,

The first Uniform Crime Report was published in 1929,
and included a complete listing of police statistics and

records

(FBI,

2004) .

In addition to the crimes listed

(later to be refined and classified as Part I crimes,

above

or Index crimes),

Part II crimes were identified and

included in the report
less serious crimes.

(FBI,

2004).

These are typically

This initial Report was quite

comprehensive and enjoyed cooperation from a number of
police agencies.

According to the UCR Handbook (FBI,

2004):
.

.

. law enforcement agencies in 400 cities from 43

states and the territories of Puerto Rico, Alaska,

and

Hawaii submitted statistics to the IACP, which
subsequently published the first monthly Uniform Crime

Reports for the United States and Its Possessions (p.
2) .
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Upon the success of the initial report,

the IACP

requested that Congress grant the Attorney General the
ability to collect national crime statistics.

In turn, the

Attorney General placed the burden of collecting national
crime data on the Federal Bureau of Investigation in

September of 1930

(FBI, 2004).

Due to the high budget and

authority possessed by the FBI, the collection of the
statistics was greatly improved, and the overall capacity
of collection was expanded (FBI,

2004) .

Obviously,

as the

years passed new needs and recommendations arose.

By 1952, the UCR began presenting data that reflected
specific characteristics of offenders
and age)

(FBI,

(such as sex,

race,

2004). By 1960, the report included

statistics from all 50 states including Hawaii and Alaska

(FBI,

2004).

Also in 1960, the UCR began a new "special

report" which included detailed statistics related to law
enforcement officers killed in the line of duty.

The data

published in the report continued to evolve and become

increasingly detailed.

For example,

in 1962, data

regarding the specific characteristics of homicide victims
was published along with the first Supplementary

Report (SHR).

Homicide

This supplementary report provided detailed

10

statistics directly related to homicides in the United

(FBI,

States

2004).

The progression of the UCR continued, into the 1970s.

One

of the most significant changes that took place included
the collection of comprehensive data related to officers

killed in the line of duty (a more comprehensive measure
than previously reported), arson, and hate crimes

(FBI,

The crime of arson was officially included in the

2004) .

Crime Index in 1972

(Maltz & Weiss,

2006).

While the

inclusion of this crime is not utilized to any great
degree,

it has been provided by the FBI in the Crime Index

ever since and is still counted and incorporated presently

(FBI,

2004) .
The 1980s also brought some significant improvements

to the UCR.

The Office of Management and Budget provided

the authorization necessary to collect and report data

related to 'the characteristics of persons arrested (this

data centered on the ethnicity and race of the arrested

individuals)

(FBI,

2004).

However,

the collection of these

data was short lived and was revoked by the Office of

Management and Budget in 1987

(FBI, 2004).

The only major

changes or improvements that have occurred since are in
direct relation to bias

(or hate)
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crime classification and

recording practices.

According to the UCR Handbook

(2004)

published by the FBI:

Following the passage of the Hate Crime Statistics Act
of 1990

(the Act), the UCR Program began collecting

the additional variable of bias motivation in

incidents in which the offense resulted in whole or in

part because of the offender's prejudice against a
race,

religion,

sexual orientation,

or

ethnicity/national origin (p. 3).
The UCR Handbook

(2004)

also states that the Act also

includes the collection of crimes involving bias or hate

against those with a physical or mental handicap
The Crime Index.

UCR came about in 1958

(p.

3).

The most critical refinement of the

(FBI,

2004).

which the Crime Index was introduced.

This is the year in

The Crime Index was

a more refined version of the initial seven most serious

crimes included in the UCR.

The newly implemented Crime

Index included six crimes as opposed to seven
are also referred to as Part I offenses)

(these crimes

(FBI,

2004).

The Crime Index continued to be refined until 2003, at
which time the FBI classified eight crimes as Part I

offenses

(FBI,

2004).

The FBI also rank ordered each of

these eight offenses based on their seriousness
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(see

Appendix A for a list of Part I and Part II crimes).

Based

on the classifications and ordering set forth by the FBI,
one may be inclined to consider the notion that the

public's perception of crime may be somewhat biased toward

"street crime"

(Maltz & Weiss, 2006).

It should be noted that Part I crimes are included in
the UCR whether an arrest is made or not,

report was made to the police
the police)

2004).

as long as a

(or the offense was known by

it is included in the Part I scoring

(FBI,

However, this is not the case with Part II crimes,

which are only included in the UCR if an arrest is made

(FBI,

2004).

If the crime was reported to a law

enforcement agency and no arrest is made,

the crime will

not be included in the UCR.

Offenses classified as Part II offenses by the FBI
seem to be much more general than Part I offenses.

This is

primarily due to the fact that Part II offenses are

designed to be further reaching or more encompassing.
According to the UCR Handbook (2004) :

Part II offenses encompass all other reportable
classifications outside those defined as Part I.
enforcement agencies report to the FBI only arrest
data involving the Part II crimes,

13

(p.

8)

Law

This practice of classifying crimes as either Part I or
Part II was utilized until 2004.
The Current Uniform Crime Report

As mentioned, the UCR has evolved from its ambitious
beginning into a quite complex and sophisticated measure of

crime in the United States.
measure,

Not only is the UCR a complex

it also involves a complex collection process.

Special procedures must be followed at each step of the
reporting,

collection, and analysis processes.

This is

done in an effort to collect the highest frequency of data
which is also as comprehensive and accurate as possible.
The FBI makes several attempts to make the reporting

experience as streamlined as possible, without sacrificing
the quality and quantity of the data collected

(FBI,

2004) .

To accomplish this feat, the FBI publishes a UCR Handbook
which provides reporting agencies with all the necessary

procedures to classify and score data effectively and
efficiently.
Each participating agency is given an "Originating

Agency Identifier"

(referred to as an OAI), which is used

specifically for identification purposes
2006).

(Maltz & Weiss,

Agencies then utilize a form referred to as the

Return A (see Appendix B).

This is a form that is to be
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filled out and returned to the FBI on a monthly basis.

As

of 2004, more than 18,000 law enforcement agencies provided

crime statistics to the FBI for inclusion in the UCR (FBI,
2004) .

While the submission of statistics to the FBI was

voluntary historically, several states now require their
law enforcement agencies to submit these data

however,

voluntary

(FBI,

2004);

the overall submission of data to the FBI is still

(Maltz & Weiss, 2006).

The Abandonment of the Crime Index.

in the past,

As had been done

the FBI continues to break criminal acts into

two categories based on several criteria—the most notable

being the seriousness of the criminal act.

According to

the UCR Handbook (2004), as of June 2004, the FBI has

discontinued the use of the Crime Index.

This practice has

been abandoned in favor of what the FBI feels is a more

representative measure of crime.

Rather the FBI has

decided to divide Part I crimes into violent and property
offenses

(FBI,

2004) .

This new categorization has been adopted because the
Crime Index was routinely inflated due to one crime,

larceny-theft

(FBI,

2004).

Due to this occurrence, .the

number of Index Crimes included in the UCR appeared to be
quite high.

While in fact, the number of less serious
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Index Crimes

(i.e. larceny-theft)

were responsible for the

bulk of this measure; the more heavily regarded violent and

serious crimes

(i.e. murder and rape) were only responsible

for a rather small proportion (FBI,

2004) .

of seriousness from highest to lowest,

Ranked in terms

the violent crimes

classified as Part I crimes are murder and non-negligent
homicide,

forcible rape,

robbery, and aggravated assault.

Also ranked in terms of seriousness from highest to lowest,
the property crimes classified as Part I crimes are

burglary,

(FBI,

larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson

2004).

While the FBI no longer utilizes the Crime Index,

crimes are still organized into Part I and Part II
categories.

The former Index Crimes have simply been

reclassified into property and violent categories
2004).

(FBI,

Offenses are still scored and measured similarly.

The eight crimes placed in the recently created violent

crime and property crime categories are measured in the
same manner as Part I crimes were formally measured

(FBI,

as long as a Part I offense is known to

2004) .

Thus,

police,

it will be included in the final count provided by

the FBI in the UCR.

Additionally,

crimes not included in

the violent and property categories are lumped into the
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Part II category (FBI,

Crimes included in this

2004).

category are only included in the final count if they are
cleared by arrest.
Scoring and Ranking Crimes.

The UCR Handbook

(2004)

places great importance on successfully classifying
criminal acts.

The UCR also places equally as much

importance in the "scoring" of crimes by reporting

Scoring refers to the direct count of each

agencies.

particular crime.

In addition to scoring and classifying,

the UCR also requires crimes to be rank ordered

2004).

According to the FBI,

(FBI,

crimes should first be ranked

by Part I or Part II status—the former obviously preceding
the latter.

Part I crimes should then be ranked from the

most serious offense to least serious.

The UCR points out

that Part I offenses should be ranked in the following
order: murder and nonnegligent manslaughter,

robbery,

aggravated assault, burglary,

vehicle theft, and finally arson.

ranked similarly (see Appendix A)

forcible rape,

larceny-theft, motor

Part II crimes are
(FBI,

2004).

The FBI rank orders the criminal acts included in the

UCR for a number of reasons.

The most obvious explanation

deals with possible punishments.

As one would assume,

more serious or heinous the crime, the more severe the
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the

corresponding punishment will be.

This notion makes rank

ordering the crimes in the UCR essential.

There are

additional motivations for rank-ordering criminal acts.

The FBI requests that reporting

The Hierarchy Rule.

agencies adhere to what they refer to as the "hierarchy

rule"

(2004).

The intricate workings of this rule are

outlined in the UCR Handbook (2004) .

The majority of

crimes occur in a singular manner as opposed to several
occurring concurrently

(p.

10).

However,

in some

circumstances multiple offenses do occur simultaneously.
In this particular occurrence,

the FBI offers a particular

procedure for reporting law enforcement agencies to follow
(2004) .
The reporting agency is to first recognize which of
the offenses committed could be classified as a violent

offense.

If more than one violent offense has occurred

concurrently,

the reporting agency is to refer to the

"hierarchy list" or the rank-ordering of the criminal acts

classified as violent offenses.

The same guidelines are to

be utilized in relation to property crimes

offenses were committed)

circumstance, the FBI

(FBI,

(2004)

2004).

(if no violent

In either

advises reporting agencies to
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only report the crime classified as highest on the

"hierarchy list" or the most serious:
The Hierarchy Rule applies only to crime reporting and

does not affect the number of charges for which the

defendant may be prosecuted in the courts

10).

(p.

Strengths
The UCR possesses several notable strengths.

makes the UCR fully available to the public.

The FBI

The primary

manner in which the reports can be obtained is through the

FBI's website.

Additionally, the FBI attempts to collect

as much information pertaining to crimes collected in the
UCR as possible
Berhanu,

(see Cronin et al., 2007; Nolan, Akiyama,

2002; Pampel & Williams,

2000).

For example,

&

it

was noted earlier that an improvement made to the

preliminary UCR was the inclusion of the age, ethnicity,
and sex of arrested individuals

Also,

the

2004) .

Supplementary Homicide Report (Bazley &

Mieczkowski, 2004; Fox,
2008; Pampel & Williams,
Crime reports

(FBI,

2004; Loftin, McDowall,
2000)

& Fetzer,

and the additional Hate

(Cronin et al., 2007; Nolan et al.,

2002)

quite useful and offer a great deal of information.
example,

the

For

Supplemental Homicide Report (SHR) offers

information in regard to both victims and offenders in
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are

addition to a count of homicides that occurred in a given
year

(Fox,

2000).

2004; Loftin et al.,

2008;

Pampel & Williams,

The additional Hate Crime Report supplies similar

information and is quite useful as well
2007; Nolan et al.,
Perhaps,

longevity.

(Cronin et al.,

2002).

the greatest strength of the UCR is its sheer

Since this report has been consistently

compiled since 1930, researchers are granted the ability to
examine several dimensions of crime statistics
For example,

(FBI, 2004) .

if a researcher wanted to examine crime trends

in the United States over the past 25 years,

the UCR would

be the most comprehensive source for the data required to

perform such a study.
Limitations

There are many weaknesses associated with the Uniform
Crime Report.

As with most other measures of crime, the

weaknesses associated with the UCR are varied.

Some of the

shortcomings associated with the UCR are all but

insignificant, while others are quite significant and may
even possess the ability to jeopardize the validity of the

entire measure.

Due to the popularity of the UCR,

and its

common use, these weaknesses will be examined at great
length.
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The Dark Figure of Crime.

Perhaps the most commonly

noted and recognized shortcoming associated with the UCR is
that of unreported crime
Lynch & Jarvis,

(see Catalano,

2008; Stevens,

2007).

2006;

Levitt,

1998;

There are numerous

reasons one may have for not reporting a particular offense
to a law enforcement agency (Finkelhor & Wolak, 2003).

Some crimes in particular experience significantly more
underreporting as opposed to other offenses.

With the

inception and current implementation of the National Crime

Victimization Survey (NCVS), this issue has become quite

controversial

(Lynch & Jarvis,

2008).

A common practice in

the social sciences is to compare data reported by the UCR

and the NCVS
O'Brien,

(see Catalano,

2006; Cohen & Lichbach,

1996; Rand & Rennison,

and Jarvis

2002).

1982;

According to Lynch

(2008) :

This skepticism has increased with the appearance of
the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS).

.Comparisons of the UCR program and the NCVS have led
to some debate about which of the two indicators is
the more accurate,

(p.

69)

There are crimes in particular that have lower
reporting rates than any other types of offenses

2007).

According to Dabney, Hollinger, and Dugan
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(Stevens,

(2004),

shoplifting is seldom brought to the attention of law

enforcement, and thus is underrepresented in the final UCR.
Finkelhor and Wolak

(2003)

found that assaults against

juveniles often go unreported as well.

They offered

several explanations for this phenomenon including
definitional issues, the level of danger, as well as the

characteristics associated with the perpetrator.
such as rape

(or any other sexual assault)

Crimes

and domestic

violence experience quite low rates of reporting as well
(Hickman & Simpson,

2006; Thompson,

2003;

Sitterle,

Sable, Danis, Mauzy,
Clay,

& Kingree,

& Gallagher,

2007).

Hickman and Simpson (2003) point out this very real
and damaging weakness associated with the UCR.

Their study

focuses on the relationship between treatment by the police
and reporting practices of domestic violence victims.

Sable et al.

(2006) performed a study that examined the

reporting practices of victims of sexual assault

Bachman,

study,

1998).

Thompson et al.

(see also

(2007) performed a similar

in which they examined the prevalence of reporting

rates of victims of sexual and physical assault.

While

these studies vary in their methodology and purpose, each

comes to a similar conclusion in regard to reporting
victimizations.

Shame, guilt, and embarrassment all seem
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to be common barriers to reporting victimizations.

this information warrants additional research,

While

it is not

the basis of this venture and should only be viewed as an

example of how some crimes are reported at a greater rate
than others.
While it is true that some crimes are less likely to

be brought to the attention of law enforcement than others,
all crime is underreported in one way or another

Polk,

(Galvin &

This is possibly the most recognized weakness

1982).

associated with the UCR.

This so called "dark figure" of

crime is arguably the most crippling weakness associated
with this national measure of crime

Xie,

Pogarsky,

Lynch, and McDowall

(Galvin & Polk,

(2006)

1982).

examine the

relationship between police response and subsequent victim
reporting.

Their study examined various factors that

directly affect victim reporting.

Xie et al.

(2006)

offer

the following explanation:

Various factors affect whether individuals report to
the police when they have been victimized by crime.

These factors include community characteristics

(Baumer,

2002; Ruback & Menard,

of the victimization

(Bachman,

2001), the seriousness
1998; Skogan,

1984),

the relationship between victim and offender (Gartner
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& Macmillan,

1995),

interactions with third parties

(Greenberg & Ruback,

attitudes toward the police
1982)

(p.

1996), and

1992; Mason & Benson,

(Garofalo,

1977; Van Dijk,

482).

These factors should all be considered when utilizing data

collected by the UCR.

While there are some techniques that

may be utilized to lessen this limitation,
impossible to completely eliminate

Stevens,

it is all but

(Dabney et al.,

2004;

2007).

Variability of the Dark Figure.

Another critical

element of the "dark figure" is that it does not occur at

random but rather systematically.

MacDonald (2001) points

out that there are several factors that may cause

significant changes to occur in the "dark figure."
several common aspects are touched upon,

economic factors,

While

such as socio

attitudes toward the police,

as well as

criminal aspects of the victim's behavior, other less
likely factors affect the "dark figure" as well.
For example,

MacDonald (2001)

examined the

relationship between crime reporting and the economic
cycle.

More specifically,

inclines and declines in the

economic cycle have a direct correlation with rates of
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crime reporting.

It is also pointed out that the rates of

reporting can change as rates of crime change.

Another major factor that can influence the size of
the "dark figure" is the volume of crime committed
(MacDonald,

2001).

In other words, when more robberies,

for example, are committed the "dark figure" would likely

increase as well.

There is a direct correlation between

the number of crimes committed and, essentially, the number

of crimes that are not brought to the attention of police
(MacDonald,

2001).

This is primarily due to an increase in

the margin of "error" when the number of offenses increases
(MacDonald,

2001).

This is a critical facet of the "dark

figure" that criminologists

UCR)

(as well as all users of the

should keep in mind.

Systematic Alteration of Crime Statistics.

There have

been a number of instances reported in the national media

in which police departments deliberately and systematically

alter crime data in an effort to either artificially
inflate or deflate the number of crimes occurring in their
jurisdiction.

Perhaps the most well-known instance

occurred in Philadelphia,

Pennsylvania beginning in 1996.

The city was hailed as one of the safest big cities in the

country for quite some time; however,
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in 1998,

it was

revealed that the Philadelphia Police Department was
routinely and systematically altering crime statistics
before they were provided to the FBI for inclusion in the
UCR (Butterfield,

1998;

Philly Crime,

1998).

The report

found that many serious criminal acts were downgraded or
completely excluded from the report provided to the FBI.
Thousands of crimes were found to have been altered in some

manner

(Philly Crime,

1998) .

Other cities have been accused of such practices as
well.

The most common justification is that many

departments are politically pressured to achieve a

particular level in regard to crime rates

1998).

(Butterfield,

A report compiled by the Palm Beach County State

Attorney's Office found that the Boca Raton Police
Department,

in Boca Raton,

Florida, had underreported or

"downgraded" a great deal of criminal acts as well

(Butterfield,

1998, p. Al).

A captain in the department

personally altered reports or wrote supplemental reports
that downgraded a great deal of property crimes to
misdemeanors.

Over 3000 crimes were downgraded from

felonies to misdemeanors in a five year time span

1996)

(Mossman,

1998).

(1992-

It was later discovered that the
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Chief of the Police Department was aware of the practice
and was forced to resign

(Butterfield,

1998).

The Atlanta Police Department was accused of a similar

practice.

A number of high ranking officers pressured

lower ranking officers to "write-off" some unsolved crimes,
and misclassify some felony offenses as misdemeanors
(Atlanta's Crime,

1998; Butterfield,

1998).

These

practices were used to "soften" the criminal acts reported
to the FBI in 1996, the same year the Olympics were held in

Atlanta, Georgia.
A similar situation was reported by the New York Times

in 1998, but was hypothesized to have occurred prior to
this time

(Kocieniewski,

1998).

During this time, the

Chief of Transportation Bureau of New York, and other high
ranking officials of the organization,

routinely altered

data that would eventually be provided to the FBI for
inclusion in the UCR.

These officials urged lower ranking

officers to reclassify some criminal acts that occurred in
the city's subway as street crimes

Kocieniewski,

1998).

(Butterfield,

1998;

This practice caused the reclassified

crimes to be included in the city's crime rate and not the
Transportation Bureau's.
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Another incident reported by the national media was

related,

examined.

yet quite different from those previously
The FBI indicated that statistics supplied by

the Columbus Police Department,

in Columbus, Ohio,

for the

1993 version of the UCR, were over reported (Berens,

1994) .

The error was blamed on a backlog of cases and a limited

staff.

While these events are all differing in one manner or
another,

they are all connected with a singular thread—some

police departments deliberately and systematically alter
the crime statistics that are eventually provided to the

FBI.

This, is a critical aspect that should be considered

by any researcher hoping to utilize the UCR.

Such

incidents possess the ability to drastically alter the

overall measures of crime for not only a single city, but
also in regard to overall national averages.

Other Weaknesses .

Another weakness is quite evident

upon review of the guidelines law enforcement agencies are

to follow found in the UCR Handbook.

One specific

guideline that appears to be the most troublesome is that

of the "hierarchy rule."
involving numerous crimes,

When responding to an incident
the responding law enforcement

officers are to determine which crime is the most serious
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and only record that one act, according to the "hierarchy

rule"

(Maxfield,

1999).

Due to this regulation,

some quite

serious and heinous criminal acts may not be included in
the UCR (Maxfield,
kidnapped,

1999).

For example,

if a victim is

'

sexually assaulted, and eventually murdered,

only the murder would be recorded.

This is because it is

the highest offense on the scale provided in the UCR

Handbook in relation to the "hierarchy rule"

(FBI,

2004, p.

10) .

Another troublesome measurement technique utilized in
the UCR is in relation to the recording of Part II

offenses.

As mentioned in the UCR Handbook (2004),

only

Part II offenses that are cleared by arrest are recorded in
the UCR.

This practice allows quite a few offenses to

"fall through the cracks."

Numerous crimes occur each year

(some of which are even reported to police)

that are not

included in the UCR simply because they do not result in an
arrest

(Lynch & Jarvis, 2008).

The arrest may not occur

for a number of reasons ranging from the discretion of the

responding officer to the inability to identify a suspect.
Another common problem associated with the UCR deals

with the definitions of crime.

Different law enforcement

agencies tend to define some criminal acts in differing
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ways.

(2004)

Nolan, McDevitt, and Cronin

examined the

recording practices of several law enforcement agencies in

regard to hate

(or bias)

crimes.

They found that ambiguity

in crime definitions was correlated with lower reporting
rates'. Thus,

this study found that confusion in relation to

biased crime definitions is partially responsible for law

enforcement agencies not reporting hate crimes
Cronin et al.,

(2005)

Nolan

2007) .

In a similar study,

(see also

Barnett-Ryan and

examined several states that have provided low

reported rates of hate crime to the UCR.

They concluded

that agencies in the target states may not have had a
completely clear understanding of bias crime definitions.
Defining what constitutes gang membership and gang violence
are also problems that have plagued law enforcement

(Esbensen, Winfree, He, and Taylor,

2001).

These examples

display the extreme detrimental effect a misunderstanding

of crime definitions can have upon measures of crime,

and

in particular, the UCR.
A number of studies have been conducted to test the

methodology associated with the UCR.
(2008)

Lynch and Jarvis

closely examined the methodology utilized by the UCR

which brought several measurement issues to light.
the most simple, yet still quite damaging,
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Perhaps

is the issue of

missing data.

(2008)

As Lynch and Jarvis

state,

"Data are

considered missing when agencies with an ORI number do not

report crimes or persons arrested within the scope of the
UCR program"

The authors go on to state that this

(p. 72).

can either occur by filing an incomplete "Return A" form,

or by failing to file the form altogether.

The authors

state that in 1992, more than 2 8 percent of all agencies
did not return a fully completed Return A (p.

73).

A

number of agencies that submitted an incomplete Return A
only reported three or fewer months of data.

Jarvis

(2008)

Lynch and

conclude:

This article confirms Maltz's

(1999)

findings that

missing data are substantial in the UCR program and
certainly worthy of attention.
distributed and cannot,

(p.

therefore,

simply be ignored,

80)

Maltz
well

They are not randomly

(1999) has examined this notion previously as

(see also Maltz & Targonski,

2003).

In both of these

studies, Maltz offers the same conclusion for missing data

in regard to the UCR,
random"

"... they are not missing at

(Maltz & Targonski,

2003, p. 201) .

The UCR is both immensely useful and indisputably
flawed.

When analyzing data obtained from this measure of
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crime,

it is crucial that one keep both strengths and

weaknesses in mind.

Data contained within the UCR may be

skewed to reflect a measure of crime that is not true to

form.

Undoubtedly, the ideal study would utilize more than

one source of data

Rennison,

2002).

(Burrussa & Decker,

2002; Rand &

It is vitally important that a researcher

not blindly trust any data source without critically

examining its strengths and limitations.

Alternative Measures of Crime
While the UCR may be the most utilized measure of

crime in the United States,

there are several other

instruments that have been implemented to record crime.
The UCR possesses some complex inner workings, but, the

overall basis is fairly straightforward and unimaginative.

This is not the case with many alternative measures.

These

particular measures tend to be considerably more

imaginative and creative.

There are numerous alternative

measures of crime present in the literature; however,
three will be examined.

only

This is not only for the sake of

brevity, but also because the examined measures are the

most comprehensive as well as the most commonly utilized in
the literature.

The three examined alternative measures of
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crime are that of the National Incident-Based Reporting

System (NIBRS), the National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS),

and Self-Report Surveys.

The National Incident-Based Reporting System

Some may question the classification of the National

Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS) as an alternative

measure of crime since it is an offshoot or modification of
This classification has been made primarily

the UCR.

because the traditional UCR is still the most utilized and
cited resource in the literature

Maxfield,

1999; O'Brien,

1996).

(Lynch & Jarvis,
However,

2008;

the NIBRS

warrants further explanation since it may very well become
the most widely utilized source of crime data in the years

to come

(Rantala & Edwards,

2000).

In 1980, the law enforcement community voiced the need
for a change in regard to the UCR (Rantala & Edwards,

2000).

Several criticisms of the UCR were the main

catalyst in this call for change.

By 1984, the FBI created

an ambitious framework for the NIBRS

2000).

(Rantala & Edwards,

Whereas the UCR utilizes a summary-based approach

(essentially a counting or tallying of crimes known to

police or cleared by arrest),

the NIBRS employs a system

that focuses on each individually recorded criminal act
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(Maxfield,

According to Maxfield (1999),

1999).

the NIBRS

was directly developed to achieve two goals:

1. to enhance the quantity,

quality,

and timeliness of

crime statistical data collected by the law

enforcement community; and

2. to improve the methodology used for compiling,
analyzing,

auditing,

crime data

(p. 121).

and publishing the collected

It is quite evident that both of these goals were

considered when this system was developed.

The implementation of the NIBRS would allow for the
collection of not only additional crimes not encompassed in
the UCR, but would also allow for the collection of other

pertinent data as well

(2004)

states,

(FBI,

2004).

"For each incident known to police within

these categories,

law enforcement collects administrative,

offense, victim, property, offender,
information"

As the UCR Handbook

(p. 3).

and arrestee

This imperative data would allow for

countless studies and provide immeasurable contributions to
the social sciences.

Group A and Group B Crime Designation.

of the NIBRS is,

UCR.

in some instances,

The structure

similar to that of the

The NIBRS separates offenses into two categories,
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(Rantala & Edwards,

Group A and Group B offenses
one may have assumed,

2000) .

As

the offenses classified in Group A

are more serious than those classified in Group B.

The

only primary difference evident between the Group A crimes

of the NIBRS and Part I crimes of the UCR is the amount of
crimes encompassed by each.

As mentioned earlier,

classifies eight crimes as Part I offenses

2004) .

In

the NIBRS Group A category contains a total of 46

contrast,

crimes within 22 categories

1999).

(FBI,

the UCR

(see Appendix C)

(Maxfield,

The Group A category seems to be significantly more

encompassing than that of the Part I category (Maxfield,

1999).

Several offenses classified in the Part II category

of the UCR are classified as Group A offenses in the NIBRS
(Rantala & Edwards,

2000). Group A crimes are included in

the overall report if they are known to police

(FBI,

2004).

The fact that Group A crimes are so all encompassing

provides one of the most viable strengths associated with
the NIBRS.

crimes.

Group A contains both property and violent

The fact that the NIBRS collects detailed data in

regard to all of these crimes only further bolsters its

reliability and potential use

(Regoeczi & Reidel,

2008).

Data such as crime circumstances, victim and offender
information, arrestee data,

and information about the
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extent of damage to both person and property are collected

in regard to each of the crimes in this category (Maxfield,
1999).

Since this group contains so many offenses, the

data yield is much greater than other measures of crime,

such as the UCR (Regoeczi & Reidel,

2008) .

The Group B category only includes 11 offenses

Appendix C for a list)

This grouping is

1999).

(Maxfield,

(see

quite similar to the manner in which Part II crimes are

reported to the UCR.

Another crucial similarity between

the UCR and the NIBRS, in direct relation to Part II and
Group B offenses,

is that only offenses cleared by arrest

are included in the final count

case of Group B offenses,
the final report,

(Maxfield,

1999) .

In the

the criminal act is left out of

and no additional information is

collected unless an arrest is made

(FBI,

2004) .

The final distinctive characteristic of the NIBRS is
the elimination of the "hierarchy rule" utilized by the UCR

(Regoeczi & Reidel,

2008).

This is essential in attempting

to obtain a more accurate count of total crimes known to

police.

This is done by altering the unit of analysis in

regard to the collection of data

(Maxfield,

1999).

In the

case of the UCR, the unit of analysis is the crime

committed (even if multiple offenses are committed,
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the

agency is informed to only report the most serious offense)

(Maxfield,

1999).

In the case of the NIBRS the unit of

analysis is the incident
states,

(1999)

(Maxfield,

1999).

As Maxfield

"The basic unit of count in the NIBRS is the

incident, and each incident can include multiple offenses"
(p.

123).

This allows for a much more precise and valid

measure of crime.
Limitations.
potential,

While the NIBRS does possess unlimited

it also possesses some shortcomings.

the entire explanation of this system,

Throughout

similarities with

the UCR have been consistently pointed out.

weaknesses, the comparison can continue.

In terms of

A major weakness

of the UCR mentioned earlier was that of the "dark figure"
or crimes not brought to the attention of law enforcement
agencies.

As made evident,

this is quite a crippling

weakness that possesses the ability to skew the entire

measure
2008;

(see Catalano,

Stevens,

2007).

2006; Levitt,

1998; Lynch & Jarvis,

Additionally,

the NIBRS does not

count—nor gather information for—Group B crimes not cleared

by arrest

(Regoeczi & Reidel,

2008).

While there are fewer

crimes classified within the Group B category of the NIBRS
than crimes formally grouped in the Part II category of the

UCR, this is still a significant weakness.
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As with any

measure of crime,

researchers must consider both the

strengths and weaknesses and then decide whether it should

be utilized.
as well,

Obviously, this notion applies to the NIBRS

and should be noted by researchers.

The NIBRS possesses the ability to alter the manner in

which we measure crime in the United States.

While this

system possesses a comprehensive quantitative aspect,
also incorporates an extensive qualitative aspect

& Reidel,

2008) .

As mentioned earlier,

it

(Regoeczi

this qualitative

aspect provides a much more robust measure of crime and
also allows for countless studies not feasible without this

particular facet.

However,

the NIBRS does not address and

improve upon all of the shortcomings associated with the
UCR.

Regoeczi and Reidel

(2008)

utilized the NIBRS to

examine various factors pertaining to the likelihood of
homicide.

While their comments pertain specifically to

homicide, they can also be extended to the NIBRS in
general:

NIBRS data provide significant advantages for studying

clearances with the inclusion of information on the

timing of both the incident and arrest.

However, they

encompass some of the same limitations as other

secondary data sets on crime.
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In particular, they

lack detailed information on the procedural aspects

and time-varying characteristics of specific homicide

investigations, which limits our ability to test a

strong predictive model of clearances

(p.

158).

In addition to some the weaknesses associated with the

UCR, the NIBRS program is not being utilized to its fullest

For the NIBRS to reach its potential,

extent.

need to be addressed and improved upon

these issues

(Regoeczi & Reidel,

2008).
The National Crime Victimization Survey

Where there may have been some question as to whether
the NIBRS was to be considered an alternative measure of

crime,

it is quite evident that the National Crime

Victimization Survey
measure.

police,

(NCVS)

is purely an alternative

Rather than utilizing data reported to the
the NCVS directs its focus on victimizations to

obtain a measure of criminal acts that occur in the United
States

(Rand & Rennison, 2002).

This is an entirely

different approach than the UCR or the NIBRS take in
achieving the same results.

While the NCVS addresses and

corrects several of the weaknesses associated with other

measures of crime, it does possess some shortcomings of its
own.
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Inception.

The NCVS inception was in 1972 under the

title of the National Crime Survey (NCS)

(NACJD,

2008).

It

was started under the order of the Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration

(LEAA)

in an effort to collect

data based on the victimization of citizens and to obtain

statistics that represent crimes not known to law

enforcement agencies

(NACJD,

2008;

Skogan,

1990).

The

original NCS consisted of two separately administered
surveys.

The first was given to approximately 10,000 homes

across 26 different cities

(NACJD,

2008;

Skogan,

1990).

Each city contained roughly 22,000 eligible respondents

(NACJD,

2008; Skogan, 1990) .

It should be noted that a

respondent must be at least 12 years old in order to be

considered eligible

(BJS, 2004).

This study also consisted

of a survey of local businesses, the number of businesses
varied from 1,000 to 5,000 based on the size and population
density of the city studied

(BJS, 2004).

The second initial study was a national sample that

contained 60,000 households,
and 15,000 businesses

(BJS,

136,000 eligible individuals,

2004).

These samples were

selected using sophisticated statistical analyses
2004).

(BJS,

Subsamples were then selected and interviewed by

specially trained staff.

Every six months the interviews
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were repeated for up to three years and a maximum of seven

interviews

(BJS,

Reformation.

2004).
In 1992, the NCS was completely revamped

and transformed into the NCVS by the United States

Department of Justice
changes,

(BJS,

the program was placed under the supervision of

the U.S. Census Bureau (BJS,

general,

Among a number of other

2004).

2004).

As opposed to crime in

the new focus of the NCVS became victimization

statistics.

While the new survey's primary focus is on

victimization,

other questions related to crime are present

in the survey as well

(BJS,

The new survey also

2004).

contained a more sophisticated sampling design as well as

improved interviewing techniques.

Many of these techniques

are targeted toward the victims of rape and domestic

violence

(BJS, 2004) .

Historically,

the interviewer would

make use of fairly indirect questions in regard to both

types of victimizations.

1992,

Upon the survey's redesign in

such inquiries were much more direct

professional and compassionate)
Strengths and Weaknesses.

(BJS,

(yet still

2004) .

One of the most prominent

strengths associated with the NCVS is its comparability
with the UCR (Rand & Rennison,

2002).

The comparison

between these two nationally organized programs allows
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researchers to obtain a better notion of the true amount of
crime occurring in the United States
2002).

The NCVS also provides information related to

citizens'

2004).

(Rand & Rennison,

perceptions of crime and law enforcement

(BJS,

This is a significant attribute that the UCR cannot

even allude to

(O'Brien,

1996).

Despite its many strengths,
with several shortcomings.

the NCVS is also riddled

A major concern with the NCVS

is the quality of the data reported by the respondents
(Cantor & Lynch,

2000; Rosay, Najaka,

Thornberry & Krohn, 2000; Webb, Katz,
many instances,

& Herz,

& Decker,

In

The first manner in which data can

be skewed is due to under or over reporting
2000;

2006).

respondents do cause data to become skewed

in one of several ways.

Lynch,

2000;

Finkelhor & Wolak,

Thornberry & Krohn,

2000) .

(Cantor &

2003; Rosay et al.,

2000;

A respondent may choose to

under or over report victimizations for several differing
reasons

(Finkelhor & Wolak,

Thornberry & Krohn,

2000).

2003; Rosay et al.,

2000;

This particular flaw becomes

even more evident when crimes such as rape and domestic

violence are considered (Hickman & Simpson,

al.,

2006; Thompson et al., 2007).
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2003; Sable et

Another major flaw associated with the NCVS is related

to what are referred to as "series incidents"

Strom,

2007; Xie et al.,

2006).

(Planty &

This term refers to

incidents that have no clear beginning or end such as child
abuse or domestic violence, which can alter the overall

count and measure of crime.

Planty and Strom (2007)

examined the detrimental effect of series incidents on the
NCVS.

While current counting rules do not take series

incidents into account,

this particular practice also

excludes approximately three out of every five violent
victimizations,

(Planty & Strom,

skewing the overall measure of crime
2007).

This is a serious limitation that

needs to be taken into account.

Another significant weakness was mentioned earlier:
only respondents over the age of 12 are included in the

survey (BJS,
however,

2004).

This is done for obvious reasons;

children under the age of 12 make up a large

portion of the victimization population (FBI,

2004).

This

particular caveat possesses the ability to greatly alter
the overall measure of crime.

survey of victims of crime,

included in the measure

Finally,

since the NCVS is a

homicide can of course not be

(BJS,

2004).

Obviously, the

victims of homicides would not be able to participate in a
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survey; thus excluding this crime from the NCVS.

While

some of these shortcomings possess the ability to weaken
the overall credibility of the survey,

it should be noted

that the NCVS also has many useful attributes

(Skogan,

1990) .
Comparison with the Uniform Crime Report.

As alluded

to earlier, a comparison between the UCR and the NCVS can

offer a much more complete and accurate measure of crime in
the United States

(Rand & Rennison,

2002).

These two

measures are nearly ideal for this procedure since each
addresses the other's primary limitations
2002).

For example,

(Rand & Rennison,

as mentioned earlier,

the most notable

limitation associated with the UCR is the "dark figure" of
crime

(see Catalano,

2008;

Stevens,

2007).

2006; Levitt,

1998; Lynch & Jarvis,

The NCVS possesses the ability the

significantly reduce this figure since it obtains data .

directly from victims of crime

(O'Brien,

1996).

While this

would not completely eliminate the "dark figure" it would

be greatly reduced (O'Brien,

1996).

In turn, the UCR

provides data for victimizations of juveniles under 12

years old as well as for homicide victims.

Additionally,

UCR data serves as a benchmark to compare data contained

within the NCVS

(Rand & Rennison,
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2002).

Cohen and Lichbach (1982)
the UCR and the NCS

1992).

conducted a study comparing

(the survey was not renamed until

They first confront the issue of comparing these

very different measures of crime.

that the NCS actually ".

.

Cohen and Lichbach state

. cautions users not to compare

their data with those in the official incidence reports
compiled by local police and published annually by the FBI

as the Uniform Crime Reports

.

.

However, the

(p. 254).

authors go on to state that since both programs measure the
same concept, their comparison should not be discouraged.
The researchers chose to examine six crimes

robbery, burglary,

both programs.

(auto theft,

larceny, rape, and assault)

present in

Data corresponding with these crimes was

closely scrutinized and analyzed from both programs.

The

authors found that both similarities and disparities were
present.

Specifically, Cohen and Linchbach

that property crimes
larceny)

(auto theft,

(1982)

found

robbery, burglary, and

were more likely to be similarly reported by both

programs than were crimes against the person

(rape and

assault).

Critical Findings.

Perhaps the most interesting

finding contained within the aforementioned study (Cohen &

Lichbach,

1982)

is related to auto theft.
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This property

crime had nearly identical measures in both the UCR and the

According to Cohen and Lichbach (1982),

NCS.

thirty-nine data points,
thefts per 100,000,

the FBI reports a mean 1,180 auto

while our surveys

mean of 1,279 victimizations"

study,

"For our

[the NCS]

(p. 261).

reveal a

According to this

citizens tend to report auto theft at a

significantly high rate.

by other studies.

This notion has been reinforced

Walsh and Taylor (2007)

found that motor

vehicle theft rates were at least somewhat representative
of other crime rates in a community.

In other words, based

on the findings presented by Walsh and Taylor

(2007),

it is

quite logical to assume that a community that experiences
above average motor vehicle theft rates would also

experience above average rates of other crimes as well.
A similar study was conducted by O'Brien in 1996.

He

compared violent crime rates reported by both the UCR and
the NCVS from 1972 to 1992.

O'Brien employs sophisticated

statistical analyses to examine these data.

One analysis

that is employed is the comparison of homicide rates from

the UCR and other violent crime reported in the UCR
(excluding homicide).

O'Brien states that homicide is an

ideal measure of violent crime since it has a high
reporting rate.

This is due to several factors including:
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the presence of a body, a missing person report, the lack

of definitional issues, and so on (p.

199).

O'Brien's

analysis goes on to indicate that these two trends show

significant similarity.

In other words, homicide rates

collected from the UCR possess the ability to provide an
accurate estimate of overall violent crimes in the United
States.

O'Brien reiterates this notion in another study

conducted in 2003.

Violent crime trends were examined from

1958 to 2000 in an effort to identify any possible or
relevant patterns.

Once again, O'Brien utilizes homicide

rates as a benchmark or corresponding indication of violent
crime.

It is made evident that this measure is not without

error; however,

it is significantly less flawed than any

feasible alternative

(p. 506).

This is a topic that has been examined by other

examines and discusses this concept

authors.

Levitt

as well.

His article examines the relationship between

(1998)

police and the reporting of crime.

Levitt utilizes three

approaches in measuring the relationship between reporting

crime and the police.

One of the utilized approaches

consists of homicide data collected from the UCR.
According to Levitt
i

(1998):
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The underlying premise of this approach is that

murders are virtually always reported to the police
and consequently will be immune to reporting bias.

(p.

64)

Numerous other studies have concluded that homicide rates
are reported at high rates

2004) .

Fox,

1999;

While homicide rates are still susceptible to

underreporting

(see Bazley et al., 2004;

Pampel & Williams,

2008;

(see Chilton & Jarvis,

2000),

Loftin et al.,

it seems to be a crime that

is reported at a remarkably high rate.

Self-Report Crime Data
While the measures of crime already presented seem to

be compiled and organized by the Federal government,

report data

(SRD)

is typically compiled by independent

researchers or research institutes

2000).

self

(Thornberry & Krohn,

This particular technique was first used in 1946 by

Porterfield to examine the rate at which current college
students committed offenses most common among incarcerated

youth.

While many social scientists question the

methodology employed by Porterfield, the study was still
notable in that it employed an entirely new and innovative
technique to capture criminal activity.

Wylie

(1947)

Wallerstein and

furthered the use of SRD with a study that
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examined the variety and frequency of criminal acts that
current adults engaged in when they were juveniles.

This

study is commonly criticized in regard to its questionable _
methodology; however,

one imperative element of these

studies became quite apparent,

individuals were willing to

report their engagement in criminal activities.
The first study to utilize SRD in a methodologically

sound manner was conducted by Short and Nye

(1957).

This

particular study utilized a much larger sample collected
from various high schools across several regions of the

United States.

The utilization of this form of data

capture became quite attractive and sparked the interest of
many other researchers.

The study conducted by Short and

Nye is commonly viewed as the scientific venture that

catapulted SRD into popularity.
Notable Uses of Self-Report Data.

The use of SRD

continued throughout the 1960s and 1970s.

During this

time, national surveys became quite popular, especially in

regard to juvenile delinquency and drug use
Krohn,

2000).

The most well known and commonly utilized

SRD was obtained and organized by Elliott,

Ageton (1985),

(Thornberry &

Huizinga, and

and was used to compile what would become

known as the National Youth Survey
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(NYS).

The survey

collected data in regard to several aspects of delinquency,
as well as demographic information in regard to the

juveniles that engage in such acts

(Thornberry & Krohn,

The study was the most methodologically sound and

2000) .

advanced that had been conducted using such data.

It

should also be noted that the respondents that comprised
the sample utilized in the study were followed and

continued to be surveyed into their thirties.

To date,

this study continues to be viewed as one of the greatest

contributions ever made to criminology in regard to self

reported data.
Another notable venture that utilized SRD,

Monitoring the Future
Bachman,

1996).

(MTF)

survey (Johnson,

is the

O' Malley,

&

This survey utilizes data collected from a

nationally representative sample of American high school
students to examine drug use

(Thornberry & Krohn,

2000) .

The survey was first employed in 1975 and only collected
data in regard to high school seniors.

It was later

expanded to include 8th and 10th grade students as well
(Thornberry & Krohn, 2000).
Krohn

(2000),

"Its

According to Thornberry and

[the MTF survey]

findings have been the

primary source of information on the trends in drug use

among youths in this country"

(p. 39) .
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Self-report data possess some important

Strengths.

and notable strengths that other measures of crime do not.

First,

SRD has been found to be quite reliable in regard to

many aspects of criminal, delinquent,

and deviant

Self-reporting techniques have been found to be

behaviors.

quite valid and reliable when attempting to assess drug use
(Rosay et al.,

2000; Webb et al.,

or delinquent behavior
Taylor,

2006), previous criminal

(Cantor & Lynch, 2000; Johnson,

& Golub, 2002; Thornberry & Krohn,

membership

(Esbensen et al.,

many other uses.

2000),

2001; Webb et al.,

and gang

2006)

among

It is quite evident that this form of

data collection is not only utilized quite regularly, but
is also quite valid and reliable across a large spectrum of

areas that may interest researchers.
Limitations.

A common practice in the social sciences

is to utilize more than one form of data for a single
study.

This is a technique that has been utilized quite

often in SRD as well.

Quite often,

researchers will

utilize SRD as well as national measures of crime
UCR or NCVS)

(Thornberry & Krohn, 2000).

(e.g.,

Some scholars

seem to question whether this methodology is as accurate as
it is made out to be.

In other words,

is self-report data

actually measuring what it is intending to measure?
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While

a number of studies have defended the reliability and

validity of SRD,

some studies have pointed out damaging

limitations.
Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis

separate data sources

(1979)

examined three

(the UCR, SRD, and victimization

in an effort to illustrate the differences

survey data)

between them.

The study seemed to indicate that while

there were similarities between the UCR and the SRD, the

UCR and the data obtained from the victimization surveys
were much more similar.

Hidelang et al.

(1979)

account for

this discrepancy, by claiming that self-report instruments
often times do not capture the most serious crimes
committed.

Therefore,

self-report instruments capture

slightly different behaviors than the other two measures.

Other studies have found other flaws in regard to the

data harvested from self-report instruments.

Ageton

(1980)

Elliott and

found that the majority of instruments used

to collect offense data, did not utilize a wide enough
range of response choices.

Often times, these instruments

did not allow for respondents to report a high number of

offenses or rather serious offenses.

Such errors skewed

the data,

and made it appear to include fewer serious

offenses,

as well as fewer overall offenses
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(Elliott &

Ageton,

1980).

In other words the response scales utilized

in the majority of these survey instruments were not broad
enough in range to capture precise data.

Often times,

these instruments would include a response scale with
imprecise upper limits,

such as 10 or more crimes,

than allowing for an open-ended response

Krohn,

rather

(Thornberry &

2000) .

While these limitations can severely alter the overall

data obtained from self-report instruments,

guarded against with a sound methodology.

they can be

Researchers must

take these limitations into account when creating survey

instruments.

Critical thinking and logic can counteract

the limitations associated with this particular form of
crime data.

While self-report instruments can be highly

useful in a number of ventures, there are weaknesses that
may cause the resulting data to be deemed useless; however,

critical thinking and careful planning are sufficient in

guarding against this possibility.

Concluding Remarks
As made evident in this chapter,

researchers have the

ability to make use of a number of differing measures of

crime.

Each of these measures possess both strengths and
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weaknesses which should be considered prior to full

utilization.

It was also pointed out that a common and

useful technique involves comparing data from the UCR and
the NCVS

(Cohen & Linchbach,

These two measures,

1982; Rand & Rennison,

when compared,

2002).

offer a more complete

image of the amount of crime occurring in the United States
(Rand & Rennison,

2002).

Also, the utilization of numerous

forms of data results in a more robust study and measure
(Burrussa & Decker,

2002; Rand & Rennison, 2002) .

Another critical issue is in relation to homicide and

motor vehicle theft rates.

These measures seem to act as

the most commonly utilized representations of other overall

crime rates.

This is primarily due to the fact that the

"dark figure" does not have as pronounced of an impact on
these offenses as it does in regard to other offenses

(Chilton & Jarvis,

Levitt,

1999; Cohen & Lichbach,

1998; O'Brien,

1996,

1982;

Fox,

2003; Walsh & Taylor,

20 04;

2007).

Even though rates of crime reporting varies for a number of
factors

(see MacDonald, 2001), homicide and motor vehicle

theft rates are still believed to be accurate and

representative measures.

Homicide rates may act as a representation of violent
crime rates since they are nearly always reported to law
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enforcement agencies.

Auto theft rates may be an accurate

representation of property crime rates since they are also

nearly always reported.

These two specific crime rates, as

well as all other crime measures mentioned earlier,

"open

the door" for a number of additional studies and analyses.

Hypotheses

Based on the research findings reported,

hypotheses can be derived.

several

The literature seems to clearly

illustrate that homicide rates are reported quite

consistently

(Chilton & Jarvis,

1998; O'Brien,

1996; O'Brien,

1999;

2003).

Fox,

2004; Levitt,

A hypothesis directly

related to the relationship between homicide rates and

overall violent crime rates is consequential :

Hypothesis 1: Murder rates will be strongly correlated

with other violent crime rates.
If homicide does serve as a representative measure of

overall violent crime, several additional hypotheses can be
derived.

This is primarily due to the fact that the

literature seems to indicate that murder rates should act

as a good comparison for other violent crimes:

Hypothesis 2: Murder rates will be strongly correlated
with forcible rape rates.
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Hypothesis 3: Murder rates will be strongly correlated
with aggravated assault rates.

Hypothesis 4: Murder rates will be strongly correlated
with robbery rates.
It is expected that the population of the cities

examined will affect the relationship between murder rates
and the rates of other violent criminal acts.

Several

additional hypotheses can be derived from this expectation:
Hypothesis 5: The correlation between murder rates and
other violent crime rates will vary by city size.

Hypothesis 6: The correlation between murder rates and
forcible rape rates will vary by city size.

Hypothesis 7:

The correlation between murder rates

and aggravated assault rates will vary by city size.
Hypothesis 8: The correlation between murder rates and
robbery rates will vary by city size.
Another critical notion pointed out in the literature,

is the consistency in the reporting and recording of motor
vehicle thefts

(Cohen & Lichbach,

1982).

This notion leads

to an additional hypothesis concerned with the relationship

between motor vehicle theft rates and overall property
crime rates:
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Hypothesis 9: Motor vehicle theft rates will be

strongly correlated with other property crime rates.
Motor vehicle theft rates should provide a benchmark
for other property crimes to be compared.

The literature

seems to indicate that motor vehicle theft rates may be
representative of overall property crime rates:
Hypothesis 10: Motor vehicle theft rates will be

strongly correlated with burglary rates.
Hypothesis 11: Motor vehicle theft rates will be

strongly correlated with larceny rates.

Hypothesis 12: Motor vehicle theft rates will be
strongly correlated with arson rates.

As pointed out in regard to murder rates and other
violent crime rates,

it is expected that the population of

the examined cities will have some bearing on the

correlations between motor vehicle theft rates and other

property crime rates.

Several additional hypotheses can be

derived from this expectation:

Hypothesis 13: The correlation between motor vehicle
theft rates and other property crime rates will vary by
city size.

Hypothesis 14: The correlation between motor vehicle
theft rates and burglary rates will vary by city size.
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Hypothesis 15: The correlation between motor vehicle
theft rates and larceny rates will vary by city size.

Hypothesis 16: The correlation between motor vehicle
theft rates and arson rates will vary by city size.

58

CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Homicide and motor vehicle theft rates were examined
for 2006 and 2007,

in an effort to determine how accurately

the UCR reports such criminal acts and if they possess the

ability to predict other corresponding offenses.

Based on

the literature presented in the previous chapter, both of

these rates are assumed to be the most accurate and

representative in regard to national statistics
Jarvis,

1999; Cohen & Lichbach, 1982; Fox,

1998; O'Brien,

1996; O'Brien, 2003).

(Chilton &

2004; Levitt,

These rates were

employed to explore the previously stated hypotheses.

Specific statistical analyses were utilized to examine the
relationship between homicide rates and other specific
violent crime rates.

Identical analyses were employed to

examine the relationship between motor vehicle theft rates
and other property crimes.

Design
The technique that was employed is that of secondary

analysis.

This is primarily due to the readily available

nature of UCR data.

Additionally,
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it has been established

that both homicide and motor vehicle theft rates reported
by the UCR are expected to be quite reliable,

and are not

expected to be impacted by the "dark figure" in the same
manner as other crimes reported in the UCR (Cohen &
Lichbach,

1982;

Additionally,

Levitt,

1998; O'Brien,

1996;

and 2003).

this study directly examined the reliability

of the homicide and motor vehicle theft rates reported by
the UCR.

Furthermore, an additional objective of this

study was to determine whether the aforementioned crime

rates are truly representative of overall crime rates.
Thus,

a secondary analysis technique was ideal for this

particular venture.

Strengths of Secondary Analysis

There are many strengths associated with secondary
analysis that contribute to its usefulness.

While most of

these advantages are quite simple to identify and
understand,

they will be mentioned in an effort to provide

further support in regard to the use of this technique in

this particular venture.
Kiecolt and Nathan

(1985)

identify several advantages

associated with the use of secondary analysis.
advantage is cost.

The first

The use of previously collected data

drastically reduces the amount of resources required to
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perform the study.

Not only does this advantage provide a

cost reduction, but it also "opens the door" for many

studies that would not have been performed otherwise.
a data set is collected,

Once

it may be utilized in several

studies and examined in several contexts.

Secondary analysis also assists in avoiding data

collection problems.

Most of the major data sets that have

previously been created

(such as the UCR)

undergone intense scrutiny.

have already

The limitations and advantages

of the data set have typically been explored.

This allows

the researcher to design an experiment that allows for

these limitations.

Additionally, many of the data sets

employed for such analyses have made use of nationally
representative samples.
Secondary analysis allows scientists to perform

several experiments with the use of only one set of data.
Additionally, previously collected data can be combined
with newly collected data to expand the research
possibilities even further.

Additionally, secondary

analysis allows for several research designs.

Finally, readily available and easily accessible data
encourage additional research.

In other words,

a

researcher that can easily access data sets is more likely
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to conduct more experiments.
reasoning.

This is quite logical

Not only is experimentation easier to perform,

but, it takes less time to perform allowing for additional
studies to be conducted.
Limitations of Secondary Analysis

As with any other research method,

also possesses some limitations.

secondary analysis

There appears to be

little consensus among researchers in regard to these

limitations.

Some feel that the advantages completely

outweigh the limitations.

Others feel that the limitations

are too crippling and cannot be overcome.

It would appear

that this particular decision is to be made on a case by
case basis.

This is due to the fact that each data set and

experiment differs so drastically.

Nevertheless,

it is

imperative that the limitations of secondary analysis be

elaborated upon.
Kiecolt and Nathan

(1985) discuss the limitations of

The first limitation discussed is in

secondary analysis.

regard to errors made in the initial collection of the data

set.

Additionally,

these errors may not be easily

identified by a secondary analyst.

A common problem

associated with this particular limitation is the sample

included in the data.

If a particular group or set of
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variables is not included in the sample,

evident to secondary analysts,

and not made

the secondary study could

further perpetuate these errors.
Data sets typically contain intricacies that could
only be known to the researcher or research team that it

was collected and organized by.

This is another possible

limitation associated with secondary analysis.
example,

For

the original analyst may be aware of a weakness of

the data set that is not included in the codebook.

a scenario,

there would be no way for the secondary analyst

to be aware of the weakness or limitation.

often arise,

In such

Other problems

such as an unfamiliar or confusing coding

method, which may not be detected by a secondary analyst.

Another notable limitation is in regard to the
variables included in the data.

If the data set does not

include variables critical to the study one wishes to
perform,

a redesign of the experiment may be in order.

This can be quite a significant issue and may result in an
inferior experiment.

In other words, a researcher may be

limited by the variables included in a particular data set.

Many social scientists argue that this is the most notable
limitation associated with secondary analysis
Nathan,

1985).
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(Kiecolt &

Finally,

secondary analysis may hinder scientific
There is a limit to the number of original and

creativity.

innovative studies that can be performed using the same
data set.

In other words,

if researchers begin to depend

fully on secondary analysis,

research will become quite

limited and unoriginal.
While there are both strengths and weaknesses

associated with secondary analysis,

one may conclude that

the strengths outweigh the limitations in many instances.

It is imperative that researchers fully understand the data

that they are planning to utilize

(Jacob,

1984).

While

it becomes even

this is an imperative aspect of any study,

more critical in regard to secondary analysis.

Due to the

fact that the utilized data were not collected by the
researcher,
Thus,

they may not be as familiar to the researcher.

a bit more effort on the part of the researcher may

be required.

Data
The data utilized in this study was collected from

multiple years of the Uniform Crime Report.

It should be

noted that the UCR is the official data source of the

Department of Justice

(DOJ)

(FBI,
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2004).

In particular,

UCR data from the years 2006 and 2007 were examined.

Index offenses
assault,

(murder/non-negligent homicide,

robbery,

larceny-theft,

All

aggravated

rape, motor vehicle theft, burglary,

and arson)

were utilized.

In addition to

all Index offenses, two collective variables were utilized

as well.

These variables were comprised of all the given

Part I violent and property crimes included in the UCR.
Additionally, all cities in the United States that are

included in the UCR were taken into account.

The

populations utilized in the study were those reported in
the UCR.

A national average was calculated in regard to each of
the ten previously mentioned variables based on the data

provided in the UCR.

These national averages, as well as

the populations for each city included in the UCR, were

employed to create two additional variables.

The first

variable was simply a rate per 100,000 residents

to as a traditional rate).

(referred

The second variable was a

relative rate that took the national average into account
as well the population

(rate per 100,000 residents).

This

relative rate may be either a positive or negative value,
based on whether the associated city possesses a rate per
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100,000 residents higher or lower than the national
average.
Independent Variables
The independent variables in this study are quite

simple to identify. The foundation of this study lies in

homicide and motor vehicle theft rates.
the independent variables.

Thus, these are

They are the basis for which

the analyses were performed.

To some extent,

one may

consider this to be two smaller corresponding studies that

were conducted simultaneously.

Groups of cities were

compared based on selected violent and property crime rates

as well as population.

It should be noted that all cities

that provide data to the FBI for inclusion in the UCR were
included in this study (n=8252 for 2006 and n=8659 for
2007—which is less than one-half of all of the
jurisdictions in the United States)

(FBI,

2004).

Both the traditional rates as well as the relative

rates in regard to murder and motor vehicle theft were
utilized in this study.

Additionally,

all cities included

in the UCR were included in the analyses.
separated by population.

For example,

Cities were

cities were sorted

into ten possible categories, ranging from "all cities" to
cities with a population of 1,000,000 residents or more.
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Obviously,

cities with a population of 1,000,000 or more

residents were taken into account in all possible
categories, while cities with a fewer number of residents

(e.g.,

1,000)

categories

were only be taken into account in two

(the "all cities" category as well as the cities

with a population of 1,000 or more residents).
Dependent Variables

First,

it should also be noted that the two previously

mentioned collective variables were considered dependent
variables as well.

The association between these variables

(overall property crime and overall violent crime)

and the

corresponding independent variables was also examined.

The

use of these collective variables allowed for a more macro

outlook in regard to the independent variables'

ability to

explain crime in general.

In addition to the two collective variables, the
remaining dependent variables were also split into two

groups.

The first group of dependent variables is in

relation to property crimes and included: burglary,
larceny,

and arson.

Accordingly, these variables were

compared (via a bivariate correlation) with the independent
variable of motor vehicle theft rates.

The second group of

dependent variables includes violent crimes: aggravated
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assault,

robbery,

and rape.

Obviously, these dependent

variables were compared with the independent variable of
homicide rates.

It should also be noted that these

variables were also grouped based on the size of their
corresponding city.

This will be explained in greater

detail below.

Data Analyses

Once these data were identified, it was possible to

begin the corresponding statistical analyses. First, the
previously mentioned relative rates will be computed.

These relative rates took into account each city's homicide

rate as well as the national average homicide rate.

The

same was done in regard to motor vehicle theft rates and
the national average motor vehicle theft rate.

Relative

rates were also calculated in a similar fashion in regard
to each of the eight additional dependent variables.
Once the ratios were calculated, a bivariate

correlation

(pearson's r) was computed between each of the

ratios and its corresponding independent variable.
example,

For

a correlation was completed that includes the

city's traditional and relative rates for aggravated

assault and the same city's traditional and relative rates
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for homicide.

All violent crime ratios in a particular

city were included in a correlation with the same city's

homicide ratios.

Additionally, all property crime ratios

in a particular city were included in a correlation with
the same city's motor vehicle theft ratio.

This procedure

was performed for all cities included in the UCR.
Additionally,

as previously mentioned,

these cities were

separated into one of ten categories based on the total

This particular analysis

population listed in the UCR.

determined whether the relationship between these two
variables is significant or just due to random chance

(Kenny,

1979).

Bivariate correlations were selected for this study
for a number of reasons.

First,

such a statistical

analysis directly indicates not only if a true relationship

exists between an independent and dependent variable, but
also indicates the strength of the relationship

Fox,

1963).

(Ezekiel &

This is a finding that is critical for a study

such as the one at hand.

In addition to establishing whether a statistical
relationship truly exists between the two variables,
bivariate correlations also allow for the utilization of
another statistical analysis—r2 or explained variance.
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This

particular statistic is quite simple to calculate but

provides valuable insight in regard to the two examined
variables.

Specifically,

this statistic indicates the

amount of variance that is explained by the independent

variable in regard to the dependent variable
This analysis was performed as well.
in addition to each correlation.

(Kenny,

1979).

An r2was calculated

The combination of these

two statistical analyses not only indicated if a true

relationship does indeed exist between each of the two and

independent variables and their corresponding dependent
variables, but also provided detailed information in regard

to these particular relationships
Ezekiel & Fox,

1963; Kenny,

(Cohen & Cohen,

1975;

1979).

Such analyses possess the ability to indicate whether
murder and motor vehicle theft rates are good predictors of

other violent and property criminal acts

1975; Ezekiel & Fox,

1963; Kenny,

1979).

(Cohen & Cohen,

Since the

literature seems to indicate that such measures are

reported by the UCR in a more accurate manner than other
offenses,

otherwise.

it would be quite a surprising result to find
The current structure of this study will also

allow for the identification of any possible patterns that
are present in regard to population size and the ability of
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murder and motor vehicle theft rates to explain other
violent and property crime rates

property crime rates in general).

(as well as violent and
Regardless of the

findings, this study is critical due to the fact that the
literature seems to indicate that murder and homicide are

reported at very high rates, yet this notion has never been
subjected to empirical testing.

This study would be the

first of its kind and provide critical and imperative
findings that the literature does not currently possess.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FINDINGS

The literature seems to clearly imply that murder and

motor vehicle theft

(MVT)

rates should predict other

This is due to the fact

violent and property crime rates.

that such offenses

(murder and MVT)

are reported at higher

rates than other criminal offenses and are not as heavily

impacted by the "dark figure" as other crimes are.

In an

effort to empirically test these assumptions and

predictions, bivariate correlations have been run between
murder rates and other violent crime rates as well as

between MVT rates and other property crime rates.
Specifically,

rape,

aggravated assault,

collective violent crime

robbery,

(excluding murder)

as well as

rates are

individually included in bivariate correlations with murder

rates.

Additionally, burglary,

larceny-theft,

well as collective property crime

arson,

(excluding MVT)

as

rates are

individually included in bivariate correlations with MVT

rates.
(UCR)

Two years

(2006 and 2007)

of Uniform Crime Report

data are utilized in these analyses.

Relative rates have also been calculated for all
cities and Index offenses included in the UCR for both
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years.

These rates not only take into account the

population of a particular city (rate per 100,000

residents), but also the national average rate for each

particular offense.

Such rates provide a simplified

technique for examining whether a given city possesses an
individual crime rate higher or lower than the national
average.

For example,

one may quickly and efficiently

examine whether the city of San Bernardino, California,
possesses an aggravated assault rate higher or lower than
the national average.

The results of the bivariate correlations between

murder rates and other violent crime rates,

as well as

between MVT rates and other property crime rates conducted
are divided by year,

and presented in Tables 1 through 4.

The two data sets yielded nearly identical results.

The

same patterns were expressed in both sets of results, with
only minute differences among the coefficients.

these findings,

Due to

both data sets will be referred to and

discussed collectively unless otherwise noted.

Violent Crime

A distinct pattern was noticed in the results of the

statistical analyses performed on these data.

©
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All violent

crime rates

(both individually and collectively)

into account.

were taken

Refer to Tables 1 and 2 for a more detailed

presentation of these results.

Specifically, a distinct pattern was observed in
regard to the bivariate relationship between murder and

non-negligent homicide rates and all other violent crime

rates.

Distinctively, as the population of a city

increases,

the corresponding coefficients

amount of explained variation)

(as well as the

increase as well.

While the

highest r2 is found in association with cities with a

population of 750,000 or more residents

.92 in 2007),

and

(.94 in 2006,

the r2 associated with cities with 1,000,000

or more residents is still quite high (.83 in 2006,

and .77

in 2007).
What makes these findings even more unexpected,

are

the exceptionally low coefficients found when more cities

were included in the analyses.

For example,

cities were included in the analyses

8659 in 2007),

when all

(8252 in 2006,

the correlations between murder

non-negligent homicide)

and

(including

rates and the rate of all other

violent crimes yielded the lowest overall coefficients
between these two variables

(.12 in 2006, and .19 in 2007—
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Table 1. Bivariate Correlations between Murder/NonNegligent Homicide Rates and Other Violent
Index Offenses Among Selected United States
Cities, 2006

Violent
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
Murder)

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated
Assault

Violent
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
Murder)

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated
Assault

All Cities 21000

25000

210000

250000

.12**

. 31**

.51**

. 61**

.75**

(8015)
[ .01]
. 07**
(8051)
[.01]
.11**
(8250)
[-01]

(7385)
[.10]
.13**
(7421)
[-02]
.34**
(7610)
[-12]

(4354)
[-26]
, 22**
(4384)
[-05]
. 53**
(4384)
[-28]

(2849)
[-37]
.28**
(2874)
[-08]
. 64 * *
(2966)
[-41]

(651)
[-56]
. 38**
(653)
[.14]
,77**
(679)
[ .59]

.11**

.25**

. 42**

.51**

. 64**

(8218)
[-01]

(7578)
[-06]

(4483)
[.19]

(2945)
[.26]

(677)
[.41]

2100000

2200000

2500000

27.50000

21000000

_ 77**

. 75**

37 * *

,97**

. 91**

(249)
[-59]
. 40**
(249)
[.16]
.78**
(257)
[-61]

(98)
[-56]
. 38**
(98)
[-14]
.76**
(101)
[..58]

(33)
[-76]
0.2
(33)
[-04]
. 84**
(34)
[-71]

(14)
[-94]
.73**
(14)
[-53]
.89**
(15)
[.79]

(9)
[-83]
.74*
(9)
[-55]
.89**
(10)
[ .79]

. 65**

. 63**

.81**

97**

. 88**

(10)
(15)
(257)
(34)
(101)
[.94]
[-77]
[-40]
[-42]
[-66]
*p<.05, two -tailed; ** p<.01, two- tailed
Note: Sub-Sample Size (i.e., number of cities) in parentheses; r2
in brackets.
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2006). Crime in the
United States, Table 8, US Government Printing, Washington, DC.
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Table 2. Bivariate Correlations between Murder/NonNegligent Homicide Rates and Other Violent
Index Offenses Among Selected United States
Cities, 2007

Violent
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
Murder)

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated
Assault

Violent
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
Murder)

Rape

Robbery

Aggravated
Assault

All Cities £1000

£5000

£10000

£50000

. 19**

. 33**

.52**

. 62**

.70**

(8419)
[-04]
. 12**
(8448)
[-01]
.11**
(8658)
[ .01]

(7743)
[-11]
_ 27 * *
(7771)
[-03]
. 33**
(7968)
1.11]

(2951)
[-38]
. 31**
(2971)
[.10]
. 64**
(3058)
[.41]

(673)
[-49]
. 33**
(674)
[-11]
.74**
(695)
[.55]

.22**

.28**

(4537)
[-27]
.25**
(4560)
[-06]
. 53**
(4680)
[.28]
44**

. 53**

. 59**

(8629)
[ .05]

(7940)
[.08]

(4657)
[.19]

(3038)
[-28]

(694)
[-35]

£100000

£200000

£500000

£750000

£1000000

.70**

. 65**

.83**

. 96**

.88*

(249)
[.49]
.26**
(249)
[-07]
.72**
(256)
[■52]

(101)
[.42]
.23*
(101)
[.05]
. 66**
(102)
[.44]

(33)
[-67]
0.02
(33)
[.00]
.81**
(34)
[-66]

(15)
[-92]
0.42
(14)
[-18]
. 87**
(15)
[-76]

(9)
[.77]
. 67*
(9)
[.45]
. 90**
(10)
[-81]

.59**

. 57**

.76**

. 94**

.74*

(10)
(34)
(102)
(15)
(256)
[-55]
[-33]
[-88]
[-35]
[-58]
*p<.05, two-tailed; ** p<.01, two--tailed
Note: Sub-Sample Size (i.e., number of cities) in parentheses; r2
in brackets.
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2007). Crime in the
United States, Table 8, US Government Printing, Washington, DC.
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both significant at the .01 level).

For a more detailed

examination, refer to Tables 1 and 2.
Aside from rape, all other variables seem to follow
this pattern nearly exactly.

Rape seems to express much

more fluctuation across differing populations, and was

never found to express an exceedingly high r2.

This is

likely due to the fact that rape incidents seem to go

unreported at a higher rate than other violent criminal

acts

(Bachman,

1998; Sable et al.,

2006; Thompson et al.,

Additionally, many cities do not even report the

2007).

number of rapes that occurred in their jurisdiction to the
FBI.

For example,

the number of rapes that occurred in

Chicago are not included in the 2006 or the 2007 edition of
the UCR.

These two issues are likely the cause of this

variable's deviation from the pattern.

Property Crime

Perhaps even more surprising than the distinct
patterns expressed by the violent crime rates, were the

results of the analyses conducted in regard to property
crime rates and motor vehicle theft rates.

These findings

follow a distinct pattern as well; however,

it varies

greatly from the one present in the previous findings.
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The bivariate relationship between motor vehicle theft

rates and all other property crime rates seem to exhibit

the starkest pattern.
population increases,
decreases.

Tables 3 and 4 indicate that as city
the amount of explained variance

In fact, when only cities with a population of

500,000 or more residents are included in the analysis the
resulting coefficients are not significant

and .14 in 2007).

(.13 in 2006,

Similar results were reached when cities

with a population of 750,000 and 1,000,000 or more

residents were examined.
taken into account,

Conversely,

when all cities were

the resulting coefficients are quite

high and significant at the .01 level

(.72 in 2006, and .70

in 2007) .

As detailed in Tables 3 and 4, the remaining analyses

seem to follow a similar pattern.

In some instances,

analyses even resulted in negative coefficients.

the

In

particular, when larceny and MVT rates are-taken into
account in cities with a population of 500,000 or more
residents,

the resulting coefficient is -.04 in 2006 and

-.03 in 2007.

Additionally, when arson and MVT rates are

taken into account in cities with a population of 1,000,000
or more residents,

the resulting coefficient is -.12 in
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Table 3. Bivariate Correlations between Motor Vehicle
Theft Rates and Other Property Index Offenses
Among Selected United States Cities, 2006

Property
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
MVT)

LarcenyTheft

Burglary

Arson

Property
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
MVT)

LarcenyTheft

All Cities £1000

£5000

£10000

£50000

.72**

.53**

.52**

. 50**

. 40**

(8238)
[-52]

(7598)
[.23]

(4500)
[-27]

(2960)
[-25]

(677)
[-16]

. 64 * *

. 47**

. 47**

.44**

.33**

(8241)
[-41]
.88**
(8241)
[.77]
. 80**
(7995)
[-64]

(7601)
[-22]
.55**
(7601)
[-30]
.23**
(7393)
[.05]

(4502)
[-22]
. 54**
(4501)
[-29]
.29**
(4390)
[-08]

(2961)
[-19]
.54**
(2961)
[-29]
.34**
(2878)
[-12]

(677)
[-11]
.48**
(678)
[.23]
.37**
(652)
[-14]

>100000

£200000

£500000

£750000

£1000000

. 33**

.24*

.13

.27

.30

(256)
[-11]

(100)
[-06]

(33)
[-02]

(15)
[-07]

(10)
[-09]

.25**

.13

-.04

.01

.18

(100)
(10)
(256)
(33)
(15)
[-03]
[-00]
[-02]
[-00]
[-06]
.71**
.44**
.39*
Burglary
.55
.45**
(34)
(101)
(10)
(257)
(15)
[.50]
[-19]
[-30]
[-20]
[.15]
-.12
.38*
.46
Arson
.47**
.48**
(244)
(31)
(13)
(8)
(95)
[-22]
[-01]
[-14]
[-21]
[-23]
*p<.05, two -tailed; ** p<.01, two--tailed
Note: Sub-Sample Size (i.e., number of cities) in parentheses; r2
in brackets.
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation, (2006). Crime in the
United States, Table 8, US Government Printing, Washington, DC.
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Table

4. Bivariate Correlations between Motor Vehicle
Theft Rates and Other Property Index Offenses
Among Selected United States Cities, 2007

Property
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
MVT)

LarcenyTheft

Burglary

Arson

Property
Index
Offenses
(Excluding
MVT)

LarcenyTheft

All Cities ^1000

£5000

£10000

£50000

.70**

.53**

.53**

.51**

. 38**

(8644)
[ .49]

(7956)
[-28]

(3051)
[-26]

(692)
[-14]

. 64**

.48**

(4670)
[-28]
47**

. 45**

.30**

(8646)
[.41]
. 84**
(8648)
[-71]
.47**
(8238)
[.22]

(7958)
[-23]
.55**
(7960)
[.30]
.24**
(7608)
[-06]

(4672)
[-22]
.55**
(4673)
[-30]
2 8* *
(4486)
[-08]

(3053)
[-20]
. 55**
(3052)
[-30]
. 31**
(2911)
[-10]

(692)
[.09]
.49**
(693)
[-24]
.33**
(664)
[-11]

^100000

£200000

£500000

£750000

£1000000

.34**

.26**

.14

.29

.33

(254)
[-12]

(101)
[-07]

(34)
[-02]

(15)
[ .08]

(10)
[ -11]

. 25**

. 14

-.03

. 03

.19

(254)
(15)
(10)
(101)
(33)
1.00]
[-04]
[-00]
[-02]
[-06]
.45**
. 41*
. 60
Burglary
.45**
. 69**
(10)
(255)
(102)
(15)
(34)
[ .48]
[-36]
[-17]
[-20]
[-20]
.04
. 46**
-.10
. 42**
Arson
.43*
(97)
(248)
(13)
(8)
(31)
[ -21]
[-01]
[.00]
[ -18]
[-19]
*p<.05, two-tailed; **p<.01, two-tailed
Note: Sub-Sample Size (i.e., number of cities) in parentheses; r2
in brackets.
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2007) . Crime in the
United States, Table 8, US Government Printing, Washington, DC.
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2006 and -.10 in 2007.

In both of these instances, the

analyses do not indicate a significant relationship.

It should also be noted that, much like rape in the
previously discussed results, the coefficients in regard to
arson are quite sporadic.

While the results seem to very

loosely follow the pattern present in other property crime
outcomes,

they are much more varied.

This is likely due to

the fact that many cities did not report arson data to the

FBI for inclusion in the UCR.

New York City,
residents)

and Phoenix

For example,

Philadelphia,

(all cities with 750,000 or more

did not report any arsons to the FBI for

inclusion in the 2006 or 2007 UCR.

Relative Rates
The relative rates calculated were used to quickly and

simply identify characteristics on case by case
city) basis.

(or city by

While such rates were calculated for all

cities included in both the 2006 and the 2007 UCR, only a

distinct group of these rates were utilized.

Bear in mind,

relative rates are simply rates per 100,000 residents minus
the national average.

Therefore, a positive relative rate

would indicate an incidence greater than the national
average, while a negative relative rate would indicate an

81

incidence less than the national average.

These rates

became quite useful when examining whether a particular
city possessed crime rates higher or lower than the

national average.

Tables 5 through 8 provide a detailed

summary of these rates for cities with a population of

750,000 or more residents.
for 2006 and 2007

Tables 5 and 6 provide violent

(respectively) , while tables 7 and 8

provide property crime relative rates for 2006 and 2007

(respectively).

Additional attention was paid toward the relative
rates of cities with a population of 750,000 or more

residents.

In particular, murder and MVT relative rates

were examined in an effort to ensure that the previously

discussed findings were accurate and not influenced by any
unaccounted for factor.

Murder Relative Rates

Nearly all of the cities included in this grouping
(n=15 for both years) had murder rates over the national
average, with the only exceptions being Honolulu,

Diego, and San Jose for 2006.

San

In 2007, the same three

cities were below the national average; however, New York
City was just below the national as well

years,

(-.75).

Detroit possessed the highest relative rate
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In both
(40.22

Table 5. Violent Crime Relative Rates for all United States
Cities with a Population of 750,000 or More
Residents, 2006

Violent Crime
Murder
(excluding
murder)

Rape

Robbery

Aaaravated
Assault

9.34

*

349.24

273.94

644.88

7.95

20.16

384.07

247.69

884462

1825.12

40.22

33.93

612.74

1149.49

Honolulu

912693

-247.6

-5.17

-8.02

-101.09

-167.44

Houston

.2073729

604.72

11.14

8.07

342.5

225.2

Indianapolis

800969

395.99

10.44

35.43

199.8

131.81

Jacksonville

795822

276.93

6.79

-5.72

83.68

170.02

Las Vegas

1315625

424.83

4.52

21.46

203.17

171.25

Los Angeles

3879455

228.00

5.34

-5.82

164.14

40.72

New York

8165001

84.13

0.26

-20.00

82.11

-6.95

Philadelphia

1464576

988.22

20.69

32.43

543.25

385.57

Phoenix

1517443

175.77

8.38

3.13

81.69

62.00

San Antonio

1292116

61.66

2.17

6.67

-26.21

52.24

San Diego

1266847

-47.38

-1.67

-5.64

-35.02

-35.67

San Jose

920548

-162.81

-3.89

-9.54

-93.95

-88.28

City

Population

Chicago

2857796

k

Dallas

1248223

Detroit

Note: An asterisk (*) indicates missing data
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2006). Crime in
States, Table 8,
US Government Printing, Washington DC.
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the

United

Table 6. Violent Crime Relative Rates for all United States
Cities with a Population of 750,000 or More
Residents, 2007

Violent Crime
(excluding
Murder
murder)

Rape

Robbery

Acroravated
Assault

8.90

*

345.51

289.63

516.53

9.35

9.53

382.22

101.67

1706.79

38.97

7.90

563.05

1112.73

-250.15

-4.69

-6.76

-96.52

-169.97

2169544

579.55

9.39

0.28

328.48

227.69

Indianapolis

797268

683.55

7.51

31.63

306.86

321.95

Jacksonville

797350

469.72

8.64

-0.48

189.92

257.69

Las Vegas

1341156

471.74

2.09

22.2

190.91

235.53

Los Angeles

3870487

171.71

3.42

-5.77

147.68

6.70

City

Population

Chicago

282443

*

Dallas

1239104

Detroit

860971

Honolulu

905903

Houston

New York

8220196

71.24

-0.75

-21.06

64.42

4.78

Philadelphia

1435533

911.61

20.52

34.89

513.96

339.66

Phoenix

1541698

173.50

7.03

1.31

119.94

29.16

San Antonio

1316882

10.63

2.48

16.51

-14.95

-14.03

San Diego

1261196

-39.11

-2.11

-8.24

-34.51

-19.46

San Jose

934553

-137.80

-3.26

-8.49

-86.34

-66.07

Note: An asterisk (*> indicates missing data
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2007). Crime in
States, Table 8,
US Government Printing, Washington DC.

in 2006,

and 38.97 in 2007),

lowest relative rate

the United

while Honolulu possessed the

(-5.17 in 2006, and -4.69 in 2007).

Motor Vehicle Theft Relative Rates

Similar relative rates were observed for MVT in the
same grouping.

Nearly all of the 15 cities with a
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population of 750,000 or more residents possessed a MVT

rate over the national average.

The only exception in both

observed years would be New York City with a relative rate

Table 7.

Property Crime Relative Rates for all United
States Cities with a Population of 750,000 or More
Residents, 2006
Prooertv Crime
Larcenv(excludina
Buralarv
Theft
murder)

MVT

Arson

C.i.t.Y

Pooulation

Chicago

2857796

370.59

31.92

328.39

262.27

-1.90

Dallas

1248223

2336.43

921.47

1404.68

614.45

57.94

Detroit

884462

1052.37

1237.05

-194.97

2089.53

70.30

Honolulu

912693

103.82

-212.60

306.14

187.41

37.61

Houston

2073729

482.45

922.88

515.62

27.24

Indianapolis

800969

1415.61
'1672.03

651.75

1010.01

614.11

16.50

Jacksonville

795822

1468.51

394.95

1063.28

41.42

-5.21

994.10

2.90

152.91

33.91
*

Las Vegas

1315625

-232.97

320.29

-563.55

Los Angeles

3879455

-1340.74

-288.45

-1062.58

New York

8165001

-1720.68

-542.12

-1188.84 -306.36

Philadelphia

1464576

74.47

-25.16

89.35

294.39

*

Phoenix

1517443

942.16

251.05

680.82

1085.94

7.78

San Antonio

1292116

2168.02

318.93

1838.81

10.41

10.64

San Diego

1266847

-888.92

-201.80

-697.41

551.31

-12.21

San Jose

920548

-1547.00

-332.76

-1224.52

273.98

20.65

Note: An asterisk (*) indicates missing data
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2006). Crime in
States, Table 8,
US Government Printing, Washington DC.
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the

United

Table 8.

Property Crime Relative Rates for all United
States Cities with a Population of 750,000 or More
Residents, 2007
Property Crime
Larceny(excludina
Burglary
Theft
murder)

MVT

Arson

383.17

212.31

0.25

1017.85

1296.06

666.61

48.83

1155.57

1267.88

-123.84

905903

223.47

-158.02

369.96

98.61

20.40

Houston

2169544

1149.61

542.99

895.09

450.82

23.73

Indianapolis

797268

2006.76

883.14

1112.10

516.91

17.61

Jacksonville

797350

1754.12

598.27

1144.33

157.75

-1.08

Las Vegas

1341156

-172.29

344.79

-528.60

779.81

0.37

Los Angeles

3870487

-1324.10

-228.58

New York

8220196

-1680.33

-541.30

Philadelphia

1435533

193.54

7.05

Phoenix

1541698

1135.76

San Antonio

1316882

San Diego
San Jose

City

Population

Chicago

282443

475.32

80.63

Dallas

1239104

2325.43

Detroit

860971

Honolulu

1832.10 63.51

32.49
*
-1150.56 -285.11
*
174.98
327.14
-1047.04

161.40

450.44

673.80

906.61

7.06

2541.35

476.22

2053.60

64.22

10.32

1261196

-884.15

-186.86

-708.82

602.15

-8.67

934553

-1449.12

-319.67

-1140.98

239.83

11.74

Note: An asterisk (*) indicates missing data
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2007). Crime in
States, Table 8,
US Government Printing, Washington DC.

of -306.36 in 2006 and -285.11 in 2007.

the United

Once again,

Detroit possessed the highest relative rate for both years

(2089.53 in 2006,

and 1832.10 in 2007).
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION

Murders and motor vehicle thefts have been considered

to be reported to law enforcement agencies at such a high
rate that they possess the ability to predict other violent
and property crime rates.

In other words,

cities or

regions of the country that possess a murder rate higher
than the national average,

for example,

should also expect

to possess other violent crime rates higher than the

national average.

This concept has been a longstanding one

among criminological research (Chilton & Jarvis,

2004; Levitt,

1998; O'Brien,

1996,

2003).

1999; Fox,

The objective of

this study was to empirically test these concepts in an

effort to determine if such assumptions are valid.

Murder and motor vehicle theft rates have been
compared with other violent and property crime rates using

bivariate correlations.

Data from the Uniform Crime Report

(UCR), a national measure of crime annually reported by the
FBI, has been utilized.

Two years of these data were taken

into account in this study (2006 and 2007).

All cities

included in these years of data were also utilized in this
study.

All Index offenses have been categorized as either
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violent offenses

(aggravated assault,

property offenses

(burglary,

robbery,

larceny-theft,

collective violent crime rate

and rape)

and arson).

(excluding murder)

collective property crime rate

or
A

and a

(excluding MVT) were
These rates were then

calculated and utilized as well.

included in statistical analyses

(bivariate correlations)

with their corresponding independent variable

(murder rates

for violent crime rates and MVT for property crime rates).
All measures utilized in these analyses are rates per

100,000 residents.

Relative rates were calculated as well for all cities
and all variables in both years of data.

These rates take

into account a city's population as well as the overall

national average of a given offense.

Such rates allow for

a simple yet effective method of comparing an individual

city's crime rates against the national average.
These analyses have yielded some unexpected results.
As made evident in the hypotheses,

it was expected that

murder and MVT rates would act as at least reasonable
representations of other violent and property crime rates.
While the previously presented hypotheses were not

invalidated all together, they were not fully supported
either.

Refer to Table 9 for the outcome of each of the
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hypotheses set forth in Chapter Two.

Due to the high rate

at which murders and motor vehicle thefts are reported and

used as indicators of other violent and property crime
rates in empirical studies
2004; Levitt,

(Chilton & Jarvis,

1998; O' Brien,

1999;

Fox,

1996, 2003), it is quite

surprising that such findings were reached.

Murder and Violent Crime Rates
It was hypothesized that murder would be strongly

correlated with all other violent crime rates.

When the

bivariate relationship between murder rates and overall
violent crime rates

(excluding murder) was examined, this

hypothesis was only partially supported.

Table 9 provides

an outcome of each of the hypotheses set forth in Chapter

Two.

While the relationship was significant when all

cities were taken into account,
coefficient,

and subsequently,

it resulted in a very low r

a very low r2.

However,

a

positive relationship was identified in regard to city size
and the amount of explained variation.

Based on these

analyses, murder rates become better predictors of other
violent criminal acts as city size increases.
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This

Table 9. Hypotheses Outcomes
Outcome
Hypothesis
Murder Rates and other Violent Crime Rates
1. Murder rates will be strongly
other violent crime rates.
2. Murder rates will be strongly
forcible rape rates.
3. Murder rates will be strongly
aggravated assault rates.
4. Murder rates will be strongly
robbery rates.
Violent Crime Correlations

correlated with

Partially
Supported

correlated with

Partially
Supported
Partially
Supported
Partially
Supported

correlated with

correlated with
and City Size

5. The correlation between murder rates and other
violent crime rates will vary by city size.

Supported

6. The correlation between murder rates and
forcible rape rates will vary by city size.
7. The correlation between murder rates and
aggravated assault rates will vary by city size.

Supported
Supported

Supported
8. The correlation between murder rates and robbery
rates will vary by city size.
Motor Vehicle Theft Rates and other Property Crime Rates

9. Motor vehicle theft rates will be strongly
correlated with other property crime rates.

Partially
Supported

10. Motor vehicle theft rates will be
correlated with burglary rates.
11. Motor vehicle theft rates will be
correlated with larceny rates.
12. Motor vehicle theft rates will be
correlated with arson rates.
Property Crime Correlations and

Partially
Supported
Partially
Supported
Partially
Supported

strongly
strongly

strongly
City Size

13. The correlation between motor vehicle theft
rates and other property crime rates will vary by
city size.

Supported

14. The correlation between motor vehicle theft
rates and burglary rates will vary by city size.

Supported

15. The correlation1 between motor vehicle theft
rates and larceny rates will vary by city size.
16. The correlation between motor vehicle theft
rates and arson rates will vary by city size.

Supported

90

Supported

conclusion obviously supports the first hypothesis only to
some extent.

Murder and other Individual Violent Crimes

Hypotheses 2 through 4 indicate that murder rates
should be strongly correlated with other individual violent
criminal acts.

Specifically,

rape,

aggravated assault,

and

robbery rates should be strongly correlated with murder

rates.

Nearly all of these dependent variables seem to

follow nearly the exact pattern that was followed by murder
and all other violent offenses.

increases ,

That is,

as population

so does the strength of the bivariate

relationship.
Rape is the only violent dependent variable that does
not directly follow this pattern.

Rather,

the results for

this variable seem to be much more sporadic.

Additionally,

this is the only observed variable that yields results that

fall short of the significance threshold, even when only

larger cities are taken into account.

As discussed

previously, the sporadic nature of the results associated
with this variable is likely due to two separate

occurrences.

The first being the low and unreliable rate

at which rapes are reported to law enforcement agencies

(Bachman, 1998; Sable et al., 2006; Thompson et al.,
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2007) .

The fact that rapes seem to be reported even less often

than other violent criminal acts is surely skewing the data
that was utilized in these analyses.

Additionally,

a great

number of cities did not provide the number of rapes that

occurred in their jurisdiction to the FBI for inclusion in
the UCR.

For example,

Chicago did not provide the number

of rapes that occurred in their jurisdiction for inclusion
in the 2006 or 2007 UCR.

Obviously, this amount of missing

data possesses the ability to greatly alter the overall

results of this study.
City Size and Violent Crime Rates

Hypotheses 5 through 8 assume that the bivariate

relationships between murder rates and other violent crime

rates

(both collectively and individually)

city size.

will vary by

These hypotheses are obviously supported by the

conducted analyses.

As previously discussed,

violent dependent variables

by city size.

Specifically,

(aside from rape)

all of the
are affected

as population increases so

does the strength of the correlation between murder and the
In other words, when all

violent dependent variables.

cities are taken into account,

the correlations are quite

weak; however, as only cities with higher populations are

taken into account these correlations become very strong.
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Motor Vehicle Theft and Property Crime Rates

Hypothesis 9 indicates that MVT rates should be
strongly correlated with other property crime rates.

This

conception is derived from the literature and the notion
that motor vehicle thefts are reported more often and more

consistently than other property crime rates

Lichbach,

1982).

(Cohen &

Based on this notion, motor vehicle theft

rates should act in a manner similar to other property
crime rates.

Furthermore, some empirical studies have used

MVT rates to indicate overall property crime rates

Lichbach,

(Cohen &

1982).

When the bivariate relationship between MVT and all

other property crime rates were examined this hypothesis
was only partially supported.

Once again,

much to do with the relationship.

However,

city size had
in direct

contrast with the previously discussed violent crime

results,

a negative relationship was identified.

As

population increases, the strength of the correlation

between MVT and overall property crime rates decreases.

Correlations are strongest when all cities are taken into
account,

and weakest when cities with a population of

500,000 or more residents are taken into account.
these findings,

Based on

hypothesis 9 is supported only when all
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cities

are taken into account.

(or nearly all cities)

Therefore,

this hypothesis is only partially supported by

these analyses.

Property Crime Rates
Hypotheses 10 through 12 suggest that MVT rates should
be strongly correlated with other individual property rates
(specifically,

burglary, and arson rates).

larceny-theft,

All of these property dependent variables

arson)

(aside from

follow nearly the exact same pattern as the

collective property crime dependant variable.

As

population increases, the strength of the bivariate

relationships
variation)

(as well as the amount of explained

decreases.

In several instances, when only

larger cities are included in the analyses, not only do

some of the correlations not surpass the significance

threshold, but negative correlation coefficients result.
Refer to Tables 3 and 4 for more detail.
Arson is the only property dependent variable that

does not follow this particular pattern.
rape in the previous analyses,

Rather, much like

the results associated with

this variable are quite sporadic.

The inconsistent nature

of the results associated with arson is likely due to
missing data in the UCR.

For example, New York City and
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Philadelphia did not provide the FBI with arson data for
inclusion in the 2006 or 2007 UCR.

A great deal of missing

data obviously possesses the ability to greatly alter these

analyses.

City Size and Property Crime Rates

Hypotheses 13 through 16 assume that the observed

relationships between MVT and all other property dependent
variables will vary based on city size.
conducted fully support these hypotheses.

The analyses

As discussed and

explained earlier, all of the property dependent variables
(aside from arson) possess a negative relationship with

city size or population.

In other words,

as city

population increases, the strength of the correlations

between MVT and other property crime rates decreases;

however, when all cities

(or nearly all cities)

are taken

into account, these correlations are quite strong.

Select Relative Rates
A handful of relative rates were examined in an effort

to explain the patterns identified in these results.

Relative rates were calculated for each variable and each
city included in the study.

Refer to Tables 5 through 8

for a more detailed presentation of relative rates.
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A

relative rate is simply a traditional rate per 100,000

residents minus the national average of that particular
variable.

This procedure allows the researcher to quickly

determine whether a particular variable is higher or lower
than the national average in a particular city.

A positive

figure indicates a rate higher than the national average;
while a negative figure indicates a rate lower than the

national average.
P. J. Brantingham (personal communication,

February 6,

2009) presented a compelling argument which provided the

impetus for the inclusion of such rates in this particular
study.

Specifically he argued that vehicle ownership may

drastically vary from city to city.
cities,

In particular,

large

especially those in the Midwest and on the East

Coast of the country

(e.g., Chicago and New York City), may

have lower rates of vehicle ownership due to the prevalence

of public transportation.
streets,

the probability of motor vehicle thefts occurring

may drop significantly.
correct,

With fewer vehicles on a city's

If this notion is proved to be

such large cities may be driving the examined

trend in the previously reported results.

Relative rates

of motor vehicle theft of such cities allowed this notion
to be tested.

Specifically,

if the MVT relative rates of
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many of the larger cities are significantly and recurrently
lower than the national average rate, this hypothesis will

be supported.

However,

if the majority of these large

cities do not possess rates significantly and recurrently
lower than the national average, this hypothesis will not

adequately account for the trends present in the results.
Murder Relative Rates
Relative rates were examined for murder and MVT in all

cities with a population of 750,000 or more residents
for 2006 and 2007) .

(n=15

Murder relative rates were examined in

an effort to attempt to account for the pattern present in

the results,

as well as the impact city size has on the

relationships between murder and other violent crime rates.
Tables 5 and 6 provide more detail of violent relative
rates.

The vast majority of the murder relative rates in

cities with a population of 750,000 or more residents were

higher than the national average in both 2006 and 2007.
2006,

In

only Honolulu, San Diego, and San Jose possessed

murder rates lower than the national average.

In 2007,

the

same three cities possessed murder rates less than the

national average,

as did New York City.

Additionally, as

made evident in Tables 5 and 6, most cities do not possess
murder rates astonishingly higher than the national
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average.

rates

A handful of cities do have very high murder

(e.g.,

Detroit and Philadelphia), but the majority

seem to hover just above the national average.

Therefore,

it would not appear that the observed violent crime

patterns are a result of an issue with the data.
Motor Vehicle Theft Relative Rates
The same cities were closely examined in regard to MVT

relative rates.

Specifically,

larger cities were examined

in an effort to ensure that MVT rates were not regularly
lower than the national average in these cities due to the
greater presence and utilization of public transportation,

as hypothesized by P. J. Brantingham (personal

communication,

February 6, 2009).

For example,

if nearly

all cities with a population of 750,000 or more residents

possessed MVT rates lower than the national average, it may

be safe to assume that the pattern observed in the findings
may be due to lower rates of vehicle ownership and a
greater dependence on public transportation.

However, this

is not the case.
All of the cities with a population of 750,000 or more

residents

(aside from New York City) possessed MVT rates

higher than the national average,
national average.

some much higher than the

Brantingham's hypothesis is not
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supported by these rates.

As previously mentioned, to

support Brantingham's hypothesis,

such relative rates would

have to indicated that MVT rates in these cities are

significantly and recurrently lower than the national

average MVT rate.

Based on the results reported in Tables

7 and 8, nearly all cities

(n=14 for 2006 and 2007)

included in the UCR with a population of 750,000 or more
residents possess MVT rates higher than the national
average.

The only exception is New York City with a MVT

relative rate of -285.11 in 2006,
Therefore,

and -306.36 in 2007.

it is safe to assume that the results are not

driven by lower rates of MVT in larger cities.

Even

Chicago possesses MVT relative rates higher than the

national average in both 2006

(212.31)

and 2007

(262.27).

Some other factor must be driving these results and
patterns.

Conclusions
A number of useful conclusions can be drawn from this

study.

Some of these conclusions are quite surprising and

deviate from what was hypothesized earlier in the study.

These deviations are not necessarily detrimental; however,

they must be taken into account, which leads to new policy
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implications as well as new law enforcement recording and

reporting practices.

The limitations of the study will be

Additionally, there are a handful of

discussed as well.

suggestions that can be made for future research.

Discussion

The results reached in this study challenge the claims
made by previous research.

As made evident in the previous

chapters, many researchers have assumed that murders and

motor vehicle thefts are reported at a higher rate than

other violent and property crimes, making them more
reliable

Fox,

(Chilton & Jarvis,

2004; Levitt,

1999; Cohen & Lichbach,

1998; O' Brien,

1996,

2003).

1982;

Such

assumptions even extend to members of the media, who have

even gone as far as to state,

"Criminologists consider the

murder rate as a benchmark to forecast the overall crime
rate"

(Associated Press,

2009).

While these crimes may not

be affected as severely by the "dark figure," they are not
as reliable as previous research and members of the media
have suggested.

The results reached in this study clearly

support this notion.

The inconsistency of the results

reached suggests that murder and MVT rates,
the FBI in the UCR, are not consistent.
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as reported by

In the same vein, murder and MVT rates do not possess
the ability to represent other violent and property crime

rates.

In other words, murder and MVT rates do not boast

the level of reliability required to predict other violent
and property crime rates.

necessarily assume that,

Therefore, one may not

in regard to data reported by the

UCR, a city with a murder rate higher than the national

average can expect other violent crime rates higher than
the national average.

The same notion may not be assumed

for MVT and other property crime rates.

measures reported by the UCR,

As with other

a number of factors likely

contribute to the lack of reliability found in these

measures.
figure")

measures.

Missing data and unreported crimes

(the "dark

seem to be the most likely to affect such
All in all,

it can no longer be assumed that

murder and MVT rates are immune to the "dark figure," and

possess the ability to act as representatives of other
violent and property crime rates.

In other words,

crime trends, property or violent,

cannot be predicted by

city

the murder and MVT rates reported by the UCR.

Policy Implications
The results reached in this study clearly indicate

that two measures formerly thought to be consistent and
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reliable

(so much so that they should possess the ability

to predict trends in other similar crime rates), murder and
MVT rates,

do not deserve such acclaim.

The manner in

which the FBI collects these data for inclusion in the UCR
may be the main catalyst of these results.

Reporting and Recording Suggestions.

In order to

secure a more robust national measure of crime, the FBI

must enact a number of reformations in regard to the UCR.
First,

the "hierarchy rule" should be amended.

This rule

refers to instances in which multiple offenses occur
simultaneously (FBI,

2004).

In such circumstances,

law

enforcement agencies are to only report the offense that is
ranked highest on the "hierarchy list."

This is obviously

a troubling aspect of the methodology associated with the
UCR that is likely altering the number of crimes included

in the measure.

This is a methodological flaw that should

be recognized and amended.

While it may not be feasible to

report each and every offense that is brought to the

attention of law enforcement to the FBI, more offenses
should be reported in circumstances in which multiple

offenses occur in conjunction with a single arrest.

A

reformation of the "hierarchy rule" will not only allow for
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a greater incidence of lesser crimes, but also more serious

(or Index)

crimes.

Missing data is another major issue present with UCR
data.

Previous studies have pointed out this glaring

weakness associated with the data set

2008; Maltz,

(Lynch & Jarvis,

1999; Maltz & Targonski, 2003).

Additional

efforts need to be taken to ensure that law enforcement
agencies are making a strong and reasonable effort to
submit data that are as reliable, valid, and complete as
possible to the FBI.

The standards for such criteria

should be clearly set forth and enforced by the FBI.

This

would likely reinforce the UCR and lessen the amount of
missing data present in the report.

Population Improvements.

The accuracy of the

populations reported by the FBI in the UCR is quite
questionable.

An inaccurate population may drastically

alter overall traditional crime rates as well as relative

crime rates.

City populations need to be as accurate as

possible to ensure that crime rates are as accurate as
possible.

Such a venture would be quite an undertaking and

perhaps too much for the FBI to handle.

The FBI should be

more focused on the accuracy of the crimes,

population, reported in the UCR.
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not the

Therefore, the FBI may

feel that partnering with the U.S. Census Bureau

(as the

U.S. Department of Justice did to compile the NCVS) may be
the most logical solution.

This particular department

seems to be the most likely to assist in ensuring accurate
populations are reported to the FBI for inclusion in the

UCR.

Such an improvement would allow for a much more

robust and accurate report.
Study Limitations
As with any other empirical study, there are a handful

of limitations that are present in this study.

The

majority of these limitations are in regard to the data set
(2006 and 2007 UCR)

in use.

There are other limitations

that require acknowledgement as well.

Limitations of the Data Set.

The UCR is wrought with

limitations that may affect the results of this study.

Most notably,

the "dark figure"

(or unreported offenses)

seems to be the most substantial weakness associated with
Due to the methodology utilized by the FBI,

the UCR.

crimes that are not brought to the attention of a law

enforcement agency cannot be included in the final report
(Catalano,

Stevens,

2006; Levitt,

2007).

1998; Lynch & Jarvis,

2008;

While the reasoning behind an individual

leaving a crime unreported may vary from case to case
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(Finklehor & Wolak,

2003), this limitation of the UCR is

the most commonly recognized and cited.

Additionally, the "dark figure" not only seems to

occur systematically (MacDonald,

2001), but there have been

well documented cases in which law enforcement agencies

have intentionally and systematically altered data that
were reported to the FBI for inclusion in the UCR

(Atlanta's Crime,

1998; Berens,

1994; Butterfield,

Kocieniewski, 1998; Mossman, 1998; Philly Crime,

1998;

1998) .

In

such instances, agencies either changed the definition of a
particular criminal act
1998),

(Butterfield,

1998;

Philly Crime,

downgraded serious crimes to less serious ones

(Atlanta's Crime,

1998; Butterfield,

1998; Mossman,

reclassified crimes to another jurisdiction
1998; Kocieniewski,

1998),

(Butterfield,

or over reported the number of

criminal acts that occurred in their jurisdiction

1994).

1998),

(Berens,

All of these alterations seem to be fueled by

political pressures to either lower crime in a particular
jurisdiction or to obtain additional law enforcement

monies.

In any instance,

such systematic alterations

possess the ability to drastically alter the UCR and this

study.
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Other methodological shortcomings of the UCR directly

impact this study as well.

For example,

the "hierarchy

rule" seems to all but assure researchers that some crime
data that has been brought to the attention of law

enforcement agencies will not be included in the UCR.

This

rule informs law enforcement agencies to only record the
most serious offense when responding to an incident in
which numerous criminal acts have occurred (FBI,

Maxfield,

1999) .

2004;

Therefore, a situation in which a number

of serious offenses all occur in one particular instance by
one offender, only the most serious will be recorded by the

agency and reported to the FBI for inclusion in the UCR.

Due to this limitation, there are a number of offenses that
were brought to the attention of law enforcement that were
not included in this study.

Another methodological limitation of the UCR that

directly affects this study is the classification of Part I
and Part II offenses.

The UCR Handbook (2004)

states that

all Part I offenses are to be included in the report

regardless of whether an arrest is made or not; however,

Part II offenses are only included in the report if an
arrest is made.

This practice surely allows a great number

of offenses to go unreported by the FBI
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(Lynch & Jarvis,

2008).

Due to this limitation of the data,

this study was

only able to include Type I offenses in the performed
The inclusion of Type II offenses would likely

analyses.

provide a more complete examination of the problem;

however, the unreliable nature of such offenses would not
likely yield useful results.
Missing data is another troubling aspect of the data

A handful of studies have examined

utilized in this study.

the rate at which data are missing from the UCR (Lynch &
Jarvis,

1999; Maltz & Targonski,

2008; Maltz,

2003).

These

studies suggest that there is a substantial amount of data
missing from the UCR.

These data may be missing for a

number of reasons including the submission of an incomplete
Return A form (see Appendix B)

or failing to file the form

altogether.
Finally,

different law enforcement agencies tend to

define some criminal acts in differing ways.

A number of

studies have examined the manner in which agencies define

particular criminal acts such as hate crimes
& Nolan,

2005; Nolan et al.,

(Esbensen e.t al.,

2001).

2004)

(Barnett-Ryan

and gang membership

These studies concluded that law

enforcement agencies do not typically reach a consensus on
crime definitions.

Such a discrepancy likely leads to a
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misclassification of crimes,

leading to another shortcoming

that directly affects this study.

Crimes may have been

included in the analyses that should not have been, and
some crimes that should have been included in the analyses
likely were not due to a difference in crime classification
and definition.

Other Limitations.

There are a number of additional

limitations present in this study.

(2004)

First, the UCR Handbook

does not provide a protocol for fraudulently

reported auto thefts.

In other words,

the handbook does

not advise agencies how to handle cases of auto thefts that

are reported in an effort by the owner to recover insurance

monies.

Such cases may be classified as motor vehicle

thefts initially, but after a through investigation are

discovered to be fraudulent.

Such cases may still be

included in the UCR as motor vehicle thefts even though

such an offense never took place.
The populations included in the UCR were utilized in

this study.

These populations were utilized since they are

reported by each agency to the FBI along with as much crime

data as possible to be compiled into the UCR (FBI,

2004) .

Such populations are not likely the most accurate.

Many

cities included in the study likely possess a different
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population than what is included in the UCR.

For example,

it is expected that many cities possess a significant

population of undocumented individuals that are not
included in the estimates reported by the UCR.

Additionally,

some resort cities

(such as Las Vegas,

Nevada) may have a much larger population for extended
periods of time,

without increasing the number of residents

that permanently reside within the city.

Such factors

should be considered in an effort to calculate more
accurate traditional crime rates as well as relative rates

in future studies.
Furthermore,

a city's crime rate may be influenced by

neighboring cities.

A diffusion of criminal activity from

one city to another seems quite likely.

This possible

occurrence was not taken into account in this study.

If a

city is heavily influenced by a surrounding city's crime

rate,

future research should take this possibility into

account.

Differing regions of the country may possess
significant differences in crime trends and rates.

This

study did not examine the relationship between the

independent and dependent variables across smaller regions
of the country

(e.g., only taking cities in the Southern
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United States into account).
differing results.
separation,

Such sub-samples may yield

In addition to the lack of regional

demographic separations were not made either.

Populations broken down by race/ethnicity, gender,

age, and

so on may yield differing results as well.

Finally, this study only takes two years of UCR data

into account.

This is due to the minute differences in the

two years of data utilized.

However,

the UCR is the oldest

and most easily accessed national data set

making a more expansive study quite simple.

(FBI,

2004),

Future

research should take a longer timeframe into account in an

effort to determine if such an elongation will alter the

relationship between the independent and dependent
variables present in this study.

Suggestions for Future Research

The results reached in this study have repercussions
for future studies.

First,

researchers should recognize

the unreliability of murder and MVT rates as an additional

weakness associated with the UCR.

rates,

other data sources,

In regard to murder

such as vital statistics,

be explored and utilized in future research
et al.,

2008) .

should

(e.g., Loftin

Another measure may possess the ability to

more accurately capture the number of murders and non-

110

negligent homicides occurring in various areas of the

United States.

More accurate murder rates may then be

compared with other violent crime rates to reassess the
hypotheses set forth in this study.
for motor vehicle theft rates.

Insurance Crime Bureau

The same may be done

For example,

the National

(NICB) may yield more accurate data

than those utilized in this study.

Additionally,

fraudulently reported motor vehicle thefts should be
differentiated from true auto thefts and excluded from

future calculations.

A more accurate data source may yield

results that provide a greater amount of support for the
presented hypotheses.
Additional factors should be considered and accounted
for in future research as well.

More accurate populations

for each U.S. city may drastically alter overall crime
rates.

For example, resort city and illegal immigrant

populations may dramatically raise overall populations in
specific cities and in turn, alter overall crime rates and

trends.

Additionally, vehicle ownership in various cities

throughout the country can be examined in an effort to
account for the result pattern reached in this study.

Future studies should also test the hypotheses set
forth in this study in regard to a number of subgroups.

Ill

The cities included in the UCR should be broken down into

regional sub-samples.

This action may yield differing

results that provide a better insight to this problem.
Populations should be broken down by demographics, such as

age,

gender,

and race/ethnicity,

as well.

Differences

among subpopulations may provide a better insight as well.

Along the same lines,

the influence of surrounding cities'

crime rates should be examined.

If such influences are

found to be associated with a city's crime rate,

future

studies should control for such occurrences.

A longer timeframe should be utilized in future
studies as well.

The UCR is the oldest and most easily

accessed national data set of its kind

(FBI,

These

2004).

aspects make a longer study quite simple to conduct.

While

the two years of data examined in this study are nearly
identical,

a similar study with a longer timeframe will

allow researchers to determine whether the results reached

in this study are similar to those reached with a differing
or extended timeframe.
The UCR should continue to be thoroughly examined and

empirically tested.

Since the UCR is the most widely used

and readily available measure of crime in the U.S.

2004),

(FBI,

it is quite logical to assume that it should be
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examined and tested as thoroughly as possible.

Future

researchers should be made aware of each and every strength
and weakness associated with such a popular measure.

Finally,

future studies should acknowledge the fact

that murder and motor vehicle theft rates are not reliable
indicators of other violent and property crimes.

These

rates are currently regarded as the most accurate
available; however, the results of this study prove that

murder and motor vehicle theft rates do not possess the

ability predict overall violent and property crime trends.
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APPENDIX A

PART I AND PART II CRIMES INCLUDED IN THE UNIFORM CRIME
REPORT
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Part I Crimes:
1. Criminal Homicide
2 . Forcible Rape

3. Robbery
4. Aggravated Assault

5. Burglary
6. Larceny-theft

(except for motor vehicle theft)

7. Motor Vehicle Theft

8. Arson

Part II Crimes:
1. Other Assaults
2. Forgery and counterfeiting
3. Fraud
4. Embezzlement
5. Stolen Property: Buying,

Receiving,

Processing

6. Prostitution and Commercialized Vice

7. Sex Offenses
8. Drug Abuse Violations

9. Gambling

10.

Offenses Against the Family and Children

11.

Driving Under the Influence
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12.

Liquor Laws

13.

Drunkenness

14.

Disorderly Conduct

15.

Vagrancy

16.

All Other Offenses

17.

Suspicion

18.

Curfew and Loitering Laws

19.

Runaways

Source: U.S.

(Persons under 18)

(Persons under 18)

Department of Justice

(2004).

Uniform Crime

Reporting Handbook. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice.
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APPENDIX B
RETURN A FORM
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This is a copy of the Return A form provided to police

departments.

This form is completed monthly,

and submitted

to the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

RETURN A - MONTHLY RETURN OF OFFENSES KNOWN TO THE POLICE
This report la authorized by taw Title 2S. Section 534, U,S. Code. WMo you ore not required to respond, your

cooperation In forwarding this report by the seventh day after the dote ci the month to Uniform Crime Reports. Federal Bureau of investigation.

Clarksburg, WV, 26308, vril assist in rxmpHtng comprehensive, accurate national crime figures on o timefy basts.
|

1

ejea

CLASSIFICATIONS OF OFFENSES

2

3

4

5

Clferses reamed

vwbundee, Is,

timber olnctuU

ToratcBMwm

ortawnntocda

rwieerbmeiMi

Oftwttw rctavnna

daraf by armor

(IncSxfe hxiAxzidar

comptawi

Mxfsnemrrts)
a, Murtfw/Nonrfegligam HamWtta
b. Manslaughter by NegSgenca

2. FORCIBLE RAPE TOTAL

a. Rapa by Force
b. Attempts to commit Fordbio Rape

3. ROBBERY TOTAL

|

1. tWdOWiM

:1V
12

20

21,

'22'

30

a. Firearm

31

b. Knife or Cutting instrument

32

c. Other Dangerous Weapon

33

d. Strong-arm (Hands, Fists, Feet eta.)

34

4. ASSAULT TOTAL

40

a. Firearm

41'

b. Knife or Cutting instrument

42

e. Other Dangerous Weapon

43

d. Hands, Frsta, Feet, etc, > Aggravated iqjuiy

44

e. Other Assaults • Simple, Not Aggravated

45

S. BURGLARYTOTAL

a. Fordbfe Entry

50

:sf

b. Unlawful Entry-No Force

52

c. Attempted Fordbte Entry

53

6. LARCENY • THEFT TOTAL

60

(Except Motor VoNda Theft)
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news

*xr»recn3 rrwaru

{indUfe attempts)

(tndafe onam 0)

6
chi

lnvoMnc<rtfy
pOtWftS
ye*ic4j(F«

18

7. MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT TOTAL

70

71

o. Autos
b. Trucks end Buses

72

c. Other Vehicles

73
77

GRANDTOTAL
CHECKING ANY OF THE APPROPRIATE BLOCKS BELOW WILL ELIMINATE YOUR NEED TO SUBUTT REPORTS WHEN

THE VALUES ARE ZERO. TWS WILL ALSO AID THE NATIONAL PROGRAM IN ITS QUALITY CONTROL EFFORTS.

1—I NO SUPPLEMENTAL HOMIQIXI REPORT SUBMHTED
1 SLNCENOMURDER&JUSTIFlASlEHOMiCIDESiOR

I—| NOAG&SEX.AND RACE OF PERSONS AWIESTW
UNDER 18 YEARS OF AGE REPORT SINCE NOARRESTS

MANSLAUGHTERS BY NEGLIGENCE OCCURED IN THS
1—1 JURKDICTTONDUfTNG "THE MONTH

1—1

DO NOT USE THIS SPACE

INITIALS

OF PERSONS WITHIN THS AGE GROUR

RECORDED
tUltD

NO SUPPLEMBVrTO RETURN A REPORT SINCE NO
CRIME OFFENSES OR RECOVERY OF PRCPEHTY
REPORTED DURIN3 THE MONTH

NO AGE SEX, AND RACE OF PERSONS ARRESTED
18 YEARS OF A3E AND O/ER REPORT SNCE NO
ARRESTS OF PERSONS WITHIN THS AGE GROUP-

NO LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS KILLED OR
ASSAULTED REPORT SINCE NONE CFTHE OFFICERS
V.ERF, ASSAULTED CA KOJUED DURING TIC MONTH.

NO MONTH* REnJM OF ARSON OFFENSES KNOWN
TO LAW ENFORCEMENT REPORT SINCE NO ARSONS
OCCURRED

Month and Year

ENTERED
ADJUSTED

CORAES

Population

Agency Identifier

Date

Title

Prepared By

Chief, Corr*rts±oner. Sheriff, or Superintend^

Agency and State

Source: U.S.

Department of Justice

(2004).

Uniform Crime

Reporting Handbook. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Justice.

119

/

APPENDIX C
GROUP A AND GROUP B OFFENSES INCLUDED IN THE NATIONAL

INCIDENT BASED REPORTING SYSTEM
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Source: Maxfield (1999), p.
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Table I. NIBRS Offense Categories?
Group A offenses (reported for all incidents)
1. Arson
2. Assault offenses

3.

4
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.

11.

11

• Aggravated assault
• Simple assault
• Intimidation
Bribery
Burglary
Count erfeiting/forgery
Vandalism
Drug/narcotics offenses
• Drug/narcotics violations
• Drug equipment violations
Embezzlement
Extortion/blackmail
Fraud offenses
False pretenses/con game
Credit card/ATM fraud
Impersonation
Welfare fraud
Wire fraud
Gambling offenses
• Illegal betting
• Operating illegal gambling
• Gambling equipment violations
• Sports tampering
Homicide offenses
Murder and non-negligent manslaughter
Negligent manslaugher
Justifiable homicide

13. Kidnapping/abduction
14. Larceny/theft offenses
Pocket-picking
* Purse-snatching
Shoplifting
Theft from building
♦ Theft from coin-op machine
« Theft from motor vehicle
Theft of vehicle parts/accessories
• All other larceny
15. Motor vehicle theft
16. Pornography/obscene material
17. Prostitution
• Prostitution
• Assisting/promoting prostitution
18. Robbery
19. Forcible sex offenses
• Forcible rape
Forcible sodomy
« Sexual assault with object
Forcible fondling
20. Non-forcible sex offense
• Incest
♦ Statutory rape
21. Stolen property offense
22. Weapons law violations

Group B offenses (reported for incidents producing arrest)
1.
2.
3.
4.

Bad checks
Curfew/loitering violations
Disorderly conduct
Driving under influence

Liquor law violations
Peeping tom
Runaway
Trespass

All other offenses

5. Drunkenness
6. Family offenses, nonviolent
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